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ABSTRACT 
School districts operating Child Nutrition Programs must use competitive bidding 
to purchase food and supplies. Purchasing cooperatives are a resource used by districts to 
meet competitive purchasing requirements and increase purchasing power through 
combining purchasing with other districts that have similar needs. The purpose of this 
research was to compare school foodservice directors’ satisfaction with current purchasing 
methods and prices paid for selected food items between cooperative members and 
nonmembers. 
Electronic questionnaires were sent to a random sample of foodservice directors (N 
= 1630). Participants were asked to complete a questionnaire that included satisfaction with 
competitive bidding, costs of selected food items, and district characteristics. Cooperative 
members provided reasons for entering into this type of purchasing arrangement. 
A convenience sample (n = 14) of cooperative directors and foodservice directors 
were selected from the information provided in the electronic survey. Historical costs of 
selected food items were compared between the groups. Competitive bid contract 
documents were compared for terms and conditions. 
Study results indicated about half the respondents (n = 185) participated in 
purchasing cooperatives. This represents an increase in the percentage of cooperative 
membership by school districts from previous studies. The majority of districts in 
cooperatives had student enrollment of less than 5,000 students. The largest group of 
respondents reported using line-item bidding. Significantly more cooperatives used cost-
plus-fixed-fee bidding.  
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Mean price for eight selected food items were compared. Limited differences 
between the two groups were found. Cooperative members reported significantly lower 
prices for three of the eight items studied. Districts that were not members of cooperatives 
had no lower prices. Cooperatives’ percentage change in price over 3 years was 
significantly less than the national index. Those not members of cooperatives did not report 
the same level of cost containment. 
Director satisfaction with current purchasing methods was also compared. Directors 
indicated level of satisfaction on 17 items using a 5-point Likert-type scale. There was no 
significant difference in overall satisfaction between cooperative members and 
nonmembers. Significant differences were found for only 5 of the 17 items. Cooperative 
members were more satisfied than nonmembers with four items, whereas nonmembers 
were more satisfied than cooperative members for only one item. Cooperative members 
were more satisfied with frequency of delivery, brands bid by vendors, competitive bid 
method, and administrative cost savings. Nonmembers were more satisfied with vendor 
responsiveness to problems. The primary reason districts reported joining a cooperative 
was to lower food costs, gain increased competition among vendors, and reduce paperwork 
related to bidding. Other reasons that appeared to be important were saving staff time and 
increasing the number of bidders. 
From this study, no one best way to conduct school foodservice purchasing was 
identified. Cooperative membership appears to be a growing trend, particularly for districts 
with fewer than 5,000 students. Further research is needed to determine what factors 
influence competitive bidding by vendors and the bid price. It would also be important to 
determine why a high percentage of school foodservice directors were not aware of 
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competitive purchasing practices in their district or cooperative. Recommendations for 
further research also include the need for empirical evidence to provide data from a 
representative sample of school foodservice directors about current purchasing methods to 
assist in school foodservice purchasing decision-making. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Shrinking budgets, increasing labor costs, and improving food quality have forced 
school foodservice directors to seek ways to control costs while at the same time improving 
food served to students (Sanchez, Gould, & Sanchez, 1998). Effective management of 
purchasing by school foodservice directors can have a great impact on food quality (Gunn, 
2002). Small- and medium-sized school foodservice operation managers look increasingly 
to purchasing cooperatives as a means to improve the cost effectiveness of purchasing. Use 
of purchasing cooperatives increased between 1997 and 2000 (USDA, 2002). School 
foodservice directors can use effective purchasing strategies to purchase the highest quality 
food products available within the constraints of their department’s budget. Cooperative 
purchasing arrangements allow multiple school foodservice operations to pool their 
purchasing process, resulting in better control of food and supply costs (Sanchez, Gould, & 
Sanchez, 2000). According to the School Nutrition Association (SNA), schools are the 
largest noncommercial foodservice market segment in terms of food purchases, growing 
3.5% per year over the last 10 years (SNA, 2006). SNA reported that, in 2005, primary and 
secondary schools spent $7.2 billion on food purchases, representing 15% of 
noncommercial foodservice purchases.  
It is basic economic theory that increased purchasing volume will increase presence 
and buying power in the marketplace, thereby lowering unit price paid for goods (Franklin, 
1998). Joining a cooperative not only increases the purchasing power of a district; it also 
allows the district’s school foodservice department to reduce individual staff time devoted 
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to purchasing while sharing administrative costs of competitively procuring food and 
supplies with other member districts (Dreyer, 1995).  
School meal programs are a public entity and receive funding from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Child Nutrition Program (CNP). Purchasing 
regulations existing at both state and federal levels require purchasing of goods and 
services with public funds be conducted in an environment that ensures free and open 
competition within the marketplace. It is required that a system be in place and documented 
to allow for price comparisons of comparable products and that the process comply with 
the organization’s purchasing plan (USDA CNP [USDA], 2000a). 
Proposed regulations issued December 2004 and purchasing training requirements 
included in the most recent reauthorization of CNPs redirected attention to the issue of 
ensuring free and open competition in the acquisition of goods and services used in school 
feeding programs (USDA, 2004). These proposed rules strengthened the responsibility of 
school districts for proper purchasing procedures and contract administration, prohibited 
the use of nonprofit school foodservice funds for costs resulting from improper purchasing 
and contract enforcement, and increased the state agency’s role in the review and approval 
of purchasing procedures and contracts (USDA, 2004) 
The use of cooperative purchasing continues to expand across the nation (USDA, 
2002). In 1996, McLaren identified regional food purchasing cooperatives in South 
Carolina, New York, Illinois, Michigan, and Kentucky. Some of these had been in 
existence for 20 years. School Foodservice & Nutrition summarized purchasing 
cooperative best practices based on reviews of such organizations in Virginia, New 
Hampshire, and California (McLaren, 2000). In August 2001, six Colorado school districts 
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launched a cooperative to procure in excess of $13 million worth of food in the first year. 
Estimated savings in the initial year were 6% of overall costs. Lower food costs and less 
time spent on the purchasing process, including time spent in development of bid 
documents, bid analysis, awarding of bids, with vendors, and specification development 
were expected or occurred. Another estimated savings was the reduction in the number of 
invoices to process, at an estimated cost of $75 to $85 per invoice (“School Co-op,” 2001).  
Purpose of the Study 
Public purchasing is moving away from strictly traditional competitive purchasing 
and toward public purchasing partnerships (Lawther & Martin, 2005). As school food 
authorities consider other purchasing options such as cooperative purchasing arrangements 
for their districts, it is important that the outcomes of different purchasing arrangements be 
compared. 
With the impending 10-year anniversary of the last USDA purchasing study (1998), 
it would be useful to the school foodservice industry to document changes and trends in 
school foodservice purchasing practices, because foodservice directors need research to 
guide decisions regarding purchasing. More and more school districts are joining 
purchasing cooperatives in an attempt to improve their purchasing power in the 
marketplace (Pannell-Martin, 1999). Research in this area may help cooperatives develop 
long-term strategic plans to improve services to its members and clearly identify the 
relationship between the purchasing system used and containment of overall costs. This 
study compared food cost and director satisfaction between districts participating in 
cooperative purchasing arrangements and districts purchasing independently and assessed 
the prevalence of purchasing cooperatives in school foodservice. The study also compared 
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food costs and director satisfaction between various purchasing methods used to solicit and 
award competitive contracts for food and cooperative membership. 
Research Questions 
1. To what extent are school food authorities in the United States participating in 
purchasing cooperatives? 
2. To what extent are the competitive purchasing practices of line-item, bottom-
line, fixed price, and cost-plus-fixed-fee used by school foodservice authorities 
across the county? 
3. Do bid administration differences between purchasing cooperatives affect costs 
or school foodservice director satisfaction? 
4. How do satisfaction levels of school foodservice directors in cooperatives 
compare with those purchasing independently, based on factors of product price 
and bid method? 
5. Which competitive bid organization, cooperative or independent, results in the 
greatest cost containment for school districts? 
The independent variable is membership in a purchasing cooperative. The 
dependent variables are the type of purchasing method used for competitive procurement 
of food, school foodservice director satisfaction, and price paid. 
Possible Applications 
This research will be useful to all segments of school foodservice supply chains as 
well as other affiliated groups. Results from this study of purchasing practices by schools 
will be of interest to the following: 
 
5 
• USDA Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) will be interested in the evolution of 
purchasing in school foodservice since the last funded purchasing study. FNS 
could use the research to develop training on cost-effective purchasing practices. 
USDA could use this research to assess compliance with existing federal 
purchasing requirements in school foodservice operations. 
• State Departments of Education will be able to use collected data as a basis for 
developing training materials regarding purchasing regulations. State agencies 
could incorporate results from this research into management evaluations of 
individual school foodservice operations. 
• School districts not participating in purchasing cooperatives will be able to use 
results to compare food costs of their current purchasing system. Data will 
provide information to use in the decision-making process regarding participation 
in a cooperative. Local school foodservice directors could use data collected to 
persuade school district administrators to join a cooperative or implement a more 
effective purchasing system. 
• Existing purchasing cooperatives can use the outcome of this research to 
implement an ongoing evaluation of current systems or to implement or review 
evaluation practices. Cooperatives also will be interested in this research to 
influence potential members as to the benefits to joining a cooperative. 
• Distributors bidding on school foodservice contracts will be able to use the 
research results to be more knowledgeable of purchasing cooperatives and assist 
in the selection of contracts on which to bid. 
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• Group purchasing organizations interested in moving into the school foodservice 
market will be interested in the research. Study results will be helpful in 
identifying price containment targets, customer service, and other factors needed 
to compete against self-governed cooperatives.  
Assumptions and Limitations 
An all-inclusive list of school foodservice directors or purchasing cooperatives is 
not currently available, therefore making it difficult to identify the entire population. There 
was difficulty obtaining a representative sample of school foodservice directors, as not 
every state agency maintains a list of foodservice directors or their e-mail addresses.  
Timing of the survey may have affected the response to the questionnaire. 
Response rates may have been lower due to competition for directors’ time. During the 
time of the survey, directors were involved with both ordering commodities and 
competitive bidding for the upcoming year in addition to other daily program operations. 
Also during the time of the survey, more than one research project was being conducted, 
and directors receiving multiple requests may have chosen not to respond if purchasing was 
not of interest to them. 
E-mail addresses of school foodservice directors were gleaned from a variety of 
sources and were not accurate in every case. Undeliverable questionnaires due to bad 
addresses or e-mail filters may have affected the outcome of the study. 
School foodservice directors not directly involved with purchasing decisions or 
competitive bidding may not have been familiar with the process, and this could have 
influenced study outcomes. In addition, these directors may not have responded because 
they felt they did not have information that would contribute to the study. 
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The study was limited to four types of bidding methods. School foodservice 
directors who use other types of competitive bidding, such as real-time on-line bidding, 
may have influenced the study This study included a limited number of selected food items 
rather then all foods bid by schools, which also may have influenced the results of the 
study. Also, some cooperatives collect bid discounts for members and these discounts may 
not have been reflected in the bid price provided by directors, further limiting this study. 
The study was also limited to public school districts with more than 100 students 
based on the assumption that districts with fewer than 100 students would not meet the 
thresholds for competitive bidding. Therefore, the study results cannot be generalized to 
every school district.  
Assumptions also were made that purchasing cooperatives would cooperate and 
cost data would be readily available to the researcher, because school districts or 
cooperatives are required to retain bidding and purchasing documents for 3 years (USDA, 
2003). The number of incomplete responses may have influenced the study. Several 
respondents indicated information was not readily available and that they did not have the 
time to retrieve the information. 
Definitions of Terms 
A la Carte sales: Revenue of school foodservice generated from sources other than 
reimbursable meals (Pannell-Martin, 1999). 
Bid purchasing: The process of securing pricing by means of a formal request on the basis 
of written specifications and conditions for certain items, and one in which a 
distributor or vendor submitting the lowest and/or best price for these items is 
awarded the contract (Gunn, 2002). 
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Bottom-line bid: A process of securing pricing for goods by means of a formal request 
based on written specifications and conditions, with a contract awarded based on 
the lowest lump sum price quoted for all products bid (SNA, 2006). 
Cost-plus-fixed-fee: A process of securing prices for goods by means of a formal request 
for prices based on written specifications and conditions. Potential contractors 
quote market price or invoice cost and a set amount for service, delivery, overhead, 
and profit. In the industry, service and delivery costs are referred to as a fixed fee. 
For child nutrition programs, bids must state this fee as a set amount and not as a 
percentage of cost. Contract awards can be based on bottom-line or line-item 
review of the bid. (SNA, 2006) 
Exclusivity clause: A contract term committing a guaranteed level of purchases or large 
percentage of business (both bid and non-bid items) to a successful contractor. This 
type of clause is found generally in prime vendor contracts (Gunn, 2002). 
Firm or fixed price: Product price remains unchanged for a length of time specified in the 
contract (SNA, 2006). Firm or fixed contracts may or may not include escalator/ 
de-escalator clauses.  
Producer Price Index (PPI): Program administered by the U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics that measures the average change over time in the selling 
price received by domestic producers for their output (U.S. Dept. of Labor, 2007a). 
Purchasing cooperative: An organization comprising two or more foodservice programs 
that procure goods as a unit (Gunn, 2002).  
Purchasing method: The actual process used to obtain competitive pricing for goods. 
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Line-item bid: A process of securing prices for goods by means of a formal request for 
prices based on written specifications and conditions. Contracts are awarded to the 
bidder offering the lowest price for each product separately (Gregoire & Spears, 
2007). 
Meal equivalents: A weighted calculation used to determine the volume of food served by 
schools. For this study, meal equivalents were determined using the following 
formula: (Number of lunches) + (Number of breakfasts ÷ 3) + (Revenue of a la 
carte sales ÷ $3.00) (Pannell-Martin, 2000). 
Prime vendor: A distributor or vendor providing a school foodservice operation with 80% 
or more of all food purchased (SNA, 2006).  
Reimbursable meal: A meal (breakfast or lunch) served at school that meets criteria 
established by USDA for federal reimbursement under the Child Nutrition Program 
(Pannell-Martin, 1999).  
School district: An organizational unit of schools governed by a board of education duly 
elected by citizens.  
School district size definitions: (USDA, 1998) 
Small district: Districts with fewer than 1,000 students; 
Medium district: District with 1,000–4,999 students; 
Large district: District with 5,000–24,999 students; 
Metropolitan district: Districts with more the 25,000 students. 
School foodservice: Foodservice operated in schools, participating in the USDA Child 
Nutrition Programs. The school district or an outside contract management 
company may manage these operations. 
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Written specifications: A description of items for purchase used to communicate to 
potential contractors. Specifications may or may not include estimated quantities 
for items to be purchased in the bid period (Gregoire & Spears, 2007). 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Purchasing for foodservice operations can be defined as the procedure of acquiring 
material, both food and nonfood items, for production (Gregoire & Spears, 2007). Gunn 
(1999) claimed that the method of purchasing has the greatest impact on quality of food 
served to children at school. Lewis (1975) noted there is often confusion regarding the 
terms “purchasing” and “procurement,” yet acknowledged the terms can be used 
interchangeably. For the purposes of this study, “purchasing” will refer to all activities 
involved with the procurement or acquisition of goods. This review will report past 
research on purchasing regulations, competitive and cooperative purchasing, food cost, 
food quality, food delivery and service, administrative costs, and satisfaction of purchasing 
methods. 
Purchasing Regulations 
USDA (2004) regulations require school districts operating CNPs to engage in full 
and open competition for all potential contracts. Public school food authorities must have in 
place purchasing procedures that comply with applicable state and local purchasing laws as 
well as guidelines set forth in federal regulations 7 CFR 3016.36 through 3016.60 (USDA, 
2006). Competitive purchasing requirements for school districts vary from state to state. In 
the year 2000, as part of the Government Performance Project states were surveyed 
regarding competitive purchasing requirements (Bartle & Korosec, 2001). Of the 48 states 
responding to the survey, only one state indicated it had no formal bidding requirements or 
dollar limits for contracting. Dollar limits required for formal bidding ranged from $500 in 
Tennessee to $250,000 in Washington. On average, $5,000 was the threshold requirement 
that invoked mandatory state competitive purchasing requirements (Bartle & Korosec). 
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Competitive Purchasing 
Caldwell et al. (2005) examined the role of public purchasing in developing 
competitive markets. Three main functions that public purchasing contributes to fostering 
competitive markets were identified in this exploratory case study. These authors noted it 
was important for markets to be as attractive to suppliers as possible and to entice suppliers 
into the marketplace by developing a system to award contracts that recognized supplier 
excellence and purchase volume. Other themes that emerged from the study were selecting 
the best supplier, developing supplier management systems, and managing the contracts 
effectively. Researchers noted that it is important for purchasing professionals to have the 
skills necessary to manage awarded contracts. Caldwell et al. concluded more research was 
needed to determine how the public sector could ensure competitive markets, provide 
supplier incentives, and manage supplier relationships. 
Cooperative Purchasing 
One trend in foodservice purchasing is the increase in the number of small school 
districts that have moved from independent purchasing to purchasing cooperatives. USDA 
(1998) noted that 37% of all school districts reported participation in purchasing 
cooperatives or consortiums during the 1996–1997 school year compared to less than 10% 
of school districts that participated in purchasing cooperatives during the 1985–1986 school 
year. Findings from a 1978 study found that no small districts (enrollments less than 1,000 
students) reported membership in cooperatives, whereas 42.9% of medium-sized districts 
(enrollments between 1,000 and 25,000 students) participated in cooperatives and 22.9% of 
districts with more than 25,000 students reported being part of a cooperative (Chai, 1979).  
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The Mississippi State Department of Education (MSDE) implemented a statewide 
purchasing cooperative in 1993 (Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 1996). The MSDE cooperative 
used a combination of direct manufacturer negotiations and cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts 
for competitive purchasing of products. Contracts were issued to vendors for 1 year with 
the possibility of two 1-year extensions. Pricing was firm for the first 6 months, but 
contracts allowed for periodic price adjustments based on documented market fluctuations 
during the remainder of the contract. Participating districts were charged administrative 
fees by MSDE purchasing programs. A committee comprising foodservice directors 
selected from participating districts made decisions regarding product quality, brands, and 
packaging, using written specifications. In the first year of the MSDE cooperative, 56 
public school districts participated in the cooperative, and 38 members agreed to participate 
in a study comparing the statewide cooperative with their previous purchasing program 
(Boudreaux & Oldenquist). Boudreaux and Oldenquist interviewed statewide cooperative 
members regarding reasons for joining the organization and found that members had used 
three different formal bidding systems prior to joining the statewide cooperative. Thirty-six 
percent of respondents reported using reimbursable cost-plus-fixed-fee bidding, 36% used 
bottom-line firm price bids, and 28% used line-item bids in their respective districts. Of the 
directors who reported using reimbursable cost-plus-fixed-fee method, all were members of 
another purchasing group before joining the statewide cooperative. Thus, for districts 
purchasing independently in this state, bottom-line firm price bids and line-item bids were 
frequent methods used to award bids to contractors. 
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Food Cost 
Centralized Purchasing 
The USDA’s first purchasing study, conducted in 1978, suggested that small school 
districts consolidate purchasing into multi-district buying groups, associations, or 
cooperatives in an effort to attract stronger competition for their business from food 
suppliers (Chai, 1979). This study compared purchasing results at the individual school, 
district, multi-district, and state levels. Purchasing by small individual districts was not 
cost-effective due to low purchasing volume. Based on this study, Chai developed a 
purchasing model and guide for school foodservice. His model suggested consolidating 
purchasing into school district or multi-district units. The model demonstrated savings from 
1% to 4% (depending on the administrative structure of the purchasing unit). Thus, 
consolidation of purchasing with others could realize the same savings. 
Hurley (1980) studied the effect of centralized purchasing in one school district. 
She compared food prices before and after the purchasing function was transferred from 
individual school foodservice managers to the district foodservice office. Food prices 
before centralization were adjusted using the consumer price index and compared to prices 
after centralization. Food prices after centralization were lower. 
In a school food price survey in Indiana, Hiemstra (1986) found that, although 
many Indiana districts purchased food for all schools within their districts, many small 
school districts purchased independently at the individual building level and paid higher 
food prices than districts purchasing centrally. Managers purchasing independently by 
school had limited time and expertise in purchasing. Some managers realized they were not 
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getting the lowest price for products, but continued to purchase at the school level to 
maintain independence or because there were no other options (Hiemstra). 
Comparison of Purchasing Methods 
Hiemstra (1986) surveyed Indiana school foodservice directors to determine the 
effect of different purchasing methods on prices paid for food. Using a stratified sample 
based on school district size, 72 districts (23% of Indiana school districts) were included in 
the study and prices for 15 food items were collected. Hiemstra reported that most school 
districts used formal bids to contract with dairy and bread vendors, and about one third 
used a formal bidding process to purchase other foods. These districts paid 5% less for all 
food than those not using formal bids. Because most districts used formal bids for bread 
and milk, Hiemstra suggested savings actually equaled between 7% and 8% for other 
products, based on weighted averages. In addition, Hiemstra concluded the number of 
suppliers used had a significant impact on price paid. School districts purchasing food from 
four or more total vendors paid an average of 14% less compared to those using one to 
three food suppliers. 
Purdue University conducted a study for the Indiana Department of Education to 
compare cost-plus-fixed-fee competitive purchasing to traditional bid purchasing methods 
(Hiemstra & Stix, 1990). The study compared product prices and quality as well as services 
provided by successful contractors. Three test school districts and three control school 
districts in the Indianapolis foodservice market participated in the study. Analysis of 
monthly food prices from August through December 1988 in seven product categories for 
test and control districts determined fluctuations in the amount paid for products. The cost-
plus-fixed-fee purchasing system produced the lowest cost in all food categories except 
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two. Changes in prices over time for the cost-plus-fixed-fee system were similar to changes 
in the Producer Price Index (PPI).  
In a study of six group purchasing organizations (GPOs) and 24 control hospitals, 
Clevely and Nutt (1984) correlated price paid and type of purchasing method used. From 
food prices reported by GPOs and hospital buyers in this survey, it was determined the 
competitive bid method with committed volume resulted in the best unit price followed by 
the method of negotiated prime vendor contract. The researchers determined there was no 
correlation between the purchasing strategy and purchasing effectiveness (defined in this 
study as the ability to reduce price paid), as the group producing the lowest price and the 
group producing the second highest price both used the same purchasing strategy. 
Hiemstra, Foo, and Jaffe (1996) compared prices paid for food by 26 school 
districts in eight states for the month of October 1993 to evaluate cost effectiveness and 
efficiency of three purchasing systems. Purchasing systems studied were traditional-bid and 
cost-plus-fixed-fee purchasing by school districts and purchasing cooperatives. Comparison 
of the three systems used computed weighted averages and price indexes. Price 
comparisons showed differences between food groups. Study participants reported no 
cooperative purchasing of dairy products. Cooperative purchasing resulted in the lowest 
weighted average price for bakery products; meat, poultry and egg products; and grocery 
product groups. The cost-plus-fixed-fee purchasing system resulted in the best price for 
fresh produce. Overall, cooperative purchasing resulted in a 3% advantage over the 
traditional bid system and 7.3% advantage over the cost-plus-fixed-fee system. Districts 
using cost-plus-fixed-fee system paid on average 4.2% more for food than districts using 
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traditional bid systems. There was no mention of the type of competitive purchasing used 
by the cooperatives. 
Cooperative Purchasing 
In the study of the MSDE cooperative mentioned earlier (Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 
1996), member foodservice directors indicated cost savings was a motivation and 
beneficial aspect of joining the cooperative. Boudreaux and Oldenquist used per meal cost 
of food as one measure of the effectiveness of the cooperative. In their mail survey, the 
response rate was 71% and represented various-sized districts, with the majority having 
enrollment between 1,000 and 3,000 students. Per meal cost for the periods January 
through April of years 1992 and 1993 were calculated and adjusted for inflation. Costs 
(before and after implementation) were compared to determine the effect of the MSDE 
program. Food cost decreased by 1.5 cents per meal after joining the MSDE cooperative 
purchasing program. 
In the 1998 USDA study, cooperative purchasing represented 61.9% of all food 
purchases in the districts surveyed. School districts participating in cooperatives reported 
the lowest mean price per item for 36 items studied (USDA, 1998). Based on weighted 
mean food costs, items purchased through cooperatives were 3.6% less expensive than 
products procured through other means (USDA, 1998).  
In Cleverly and Nutt’s (1984) study with hospital GPOs, effectiveness was defined 
as minimal price paid for products. Effects of combined purchasing were compared 
between two groups representing 6 GPOs and 24 “nonaffiliated” hospitals. A survey to 
participants requested prices paid for over 60 items. Relative price (calculated by dividing 
the price paid for an item by the mean price paid by the non-affiliated group) was 
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determined to ensure that deviations in item amounts did not influence the result. These 
comparisons looked at relative differences among purchasing systems independent of item 
price variations. GPOs performed significantly better than non-affiliated hospitals based on 
relative price paid; with savings ranging from 12 to 25% for the 60 supply items (Cleverly 
& Nutt). The researchers identified differences in the effectiveness of GPOs. The basic 
difference between GPOs was member commitment. Organizations that were able to obtain 
and enforce member contracts and commitments obtained better prices. In this study, group 
size or purchasing method did not affect price paid.  
Food Quality 
In the study Purdue University conducted for the Indiana Department of Education 
to compare cost-plus-fixed-fee competitive purchasing to traditional bid purchasing 
methods, Hiemstra and Stix (1990) found that differences between systems in comparisons 
of quality were not significant. The primary quality problem identified was damaged cans 
or noncompliance with specifications. They concluded that the cost-plus-fixed-fee system 
resulted in higher quality products. 
Boudreaux and Oldenquist (1996) reported that foodservice directors indicated that 
some motivations for joining the cooperative included improved food quality and product 
testing. Some of their reported concerns in joining the cooperative included unfamiliar 
brands and decreased food quality. After the implementation of the MSDE cooperative, 
foodservice directors identified improved food quality and committee-approved products as 
some of the favorable aspects of the program. Although over half of the directors (59%) 
expressed no negative aspects to the cooperative program (Boudreaux & Oldenquist), some 
named poor product quality as a negative aspect. 
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Food Delivery and Service 
Hiemstra and Stix (1990) measured the level of vendor service using reported 
product substitution and shortage occurrences. Compliance with written specifications was 
determined through on-site visits. The traditional bid system had the greatest number of 
substitutions, most of which occurred during the first month of school. Substitutions were 
about equal for both systems in the subsequent months of the study. Traditional bids had 
almost twice as many shortages as cost-plus-fixed-fee systems even though the actual 
number of shortages was small. Hiemstra and Stix concluded that the cost-plus-fixed-fee 
system resulted in better service. 
Hiemstra et al. (1996) measured Indiana school foodservice directors’ reported 
level of fill rate (delivery of items ordered), late deliveries, and special orders required to 
assess quality of service. Cooperative purchasing had the poorest fill rate, whereas cost-
plus-fixed-fee had the best. Cooperatives experienced a reported incidence of about seven 
nondeliveries of items ordered, compared to about one in the cost-plus-fixed-fee group. 
Rate of substitution was 6.1% for cooperatives and 2.2% for cost-plus-fixed-fee. Cost-plus-
fixed-fee also had the fewest late deliveries and returns. Overall, Hiemstra et al. concluded 
cost-plus-fixed-fee purchasing systems provided the best level of service, and cooperatives 
provided the poorest quality of service.  
Boudreaux and Oldenquist (1996) reported that foodservice directors indicated 
motivations for joining the cooperative included improved deliveries and reduced 
shortages. After the implementation of the MSDE cooperative, foodservice directors 
identified increased vendor reliability as one of the favorable aspects of the program.  
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Administrative Costs  
Riegel and Reid (1990) surveyed chief purchasing officers of 61 foodservice and 
restaurant firms. Average sales for participating foodservice operations were in excess of 
$1 million per year. These researchers found vast differences in size of purchasing 
departments, with the number of department employees ranging from 1 to 300. The median 
number of staff for all 61 respondents was 13 to 15, but firms with sales in excess of $1 
billion averaged 52 purchasing agents. Riegel and Reid found two thirds of meat and 
poultry were purchased centrally, whereas only one third of fresh produce reportedly was 
purchased using the same method.  
A comparison of administrative costs of three purchasing systems was included in 
Hiemstra et al.’s (1996) study. The labor cost for the grocery bid was $432 for the 
traditional bid system, $1,121 for the cost-plus system, and $450 for cooperatives. These 
costs equated to an annual cost of $1,283 for the traditional bid, $483 for cost-plus-fixed-
fee, and $411 for cooperatives. Cost-plus-fixed-fee systems provided the highest per bid 
cost but the second lowest annual cost combining food and labor due to cost-plus-fixed-fee 
contracts being awarded less frequently than traditional bid contracts. Omitted from the 
study were cooperative costs such as auditing costs required with cost-plus-fixed-fee bids 
and fees for membership and administration.  
In Hiemstra and Stix’s (1990) study, foodservice directors self-reported their 
estimate of administrative time and costs for purchasing. Administrative costs included 
both director and clerical time. Cost-plus-fixed-fee systems saved 27% in clerical and 9.5% 
in director time over traditional bid system administration. Hiemstra and Stix concluded 
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that the cost-plus-fixed-fee purchasing was less expensive than the traditional bid systems 
for administrative costs.  
Administrative Benefits and Satisfaction 
Boudreaux and Oldenquist (1996) reported that before joining the MSDE 
cooperative, 48% of the 56 foodservice directors had made all purchasing decisions for 
their departments. Fifty percent of member districts previously had belonged to another 
purchasing group or cooperative. Only one district reported purchasing decisions were 
made outside the foodservice department before the district joined the MSDE program. 
Directors indicated their primary motivations for joining the cooperative were perceived 
timesaving on purchasing activities (93%) and reduction in stressful conditions such as 
contract negotiation (86%). Another motivation was fewer worries regarding liability and 
regulation compliance. Reported concerns in joining the cooperative included breakdown 
of communication and the implementation timeframe (Boudreaux & Oldenquist).  
Boudreaux and Oldenquist (1996) reported that, overall, participants indicated the 
new MSDE purchasing program was more effective than the system they had used 
previously. Directors reported a reduction in time spent on purchasing after joining the 
cooperative by an average of 6 hours for administrators and 4 hours for other foodservice 
staff. Directors perceived this savings as one of the most significant advantages to the 
MSDE program. Individual characteristics receiving positive ratings were ease of 
administration (highest) and time spent on purchasing administration (second highest). 
Other favorable aspects of the MSDE program identified by foodservice directors included 
bid responsibility, timesaving, decreased paperwork, less legal responsibility, ease of 
ordering, increased purchasing influence, and decreased deliveries. Over half of the 
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directors (59%) expressed no negative aspects to the cooperative program (Boudreaux & 
Oldenquist). Some negative administrative aspects identified were mandatory use of order 
guides, delivery scheduling, and less distributor interaction.  
In their study, Hiemstra et al. (1996) used acceptability as one of the measures of 
effectiveness. Foodservice directors responded to questions regarding satisfaction with their 
purchasing system. Directors answered open-ended questions to gain director views about 
purchasing systems. Foodservice directors in cooperatives reported the highest satisfaction 
rating.  
Summary 
There is limited research in the area of school foodservice purchasing. Previous 
research has shown lower food costs result from centralized purchasing (Chai, 1979; 
Hiemstra, 1986; Hurley, 1980), using formal bids and more vendors (Hiemstra), and 
joining cooperative purchasing programs (Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 1996; Cleverly & 
Nutt, 1984; USDA, 1998). Research has shown that better food quality resulted from 
cooperative purchasing programs (Boudreaux & Oldenquist) and using a cost-plus-fixed-
fee system (Hiemstra & Stix, 1990). One study found that the cost-plus-fixed-fee system 
(Hiemstra & Stix) resulted in better delivery and service, whereas other research reported 
cooperatives benefited (Boudreaux & Oldenquist) and detracted from (Hiemstra et al., 
1996) delivery and service. Lower administrative costs were reported among users of 
cooperative purchasing programs (Boudreaux & Oldenquist) and cost-plus-fixed-fee 
purchasing programs (Boudreaux & Oldenquist). Foodservice directors in cooperatives 
reported high satisfaction (Boudreaux & Oldenquist; Hiemstra et al.) 
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Hiemstra et al. (1996) concluded no single purchasing system was best for all 
school foodservice purchasing. Findings indicated the cost-plus-fixed-fee system was best 
in terms of administrative cost and customer service but resulted in higher food costs. 
Cooperatives proved the most efficient in pricing goods, but members had to make 
concessions to make the system work and gave cooperatives a lower service rating. 
Traditional bid systems resulted in food costs placed between those using cooperatives and 
cost-plus-fixed-fee but were expensive to operate in terms of labor costs. 
Hiemstra and Stix (1990) concluded that cost-plus-fixed-fee purchasing was less 
expensive than the traditional bid systems for both food and administrative costs. The cost-
plus-fixed-fee system also resulted in better service and higher quality products. Based on 
results from the study, researchers recommended the expansion of cost-plus-fixed-fee 
purchasing. 
Foodservice directors continue to look for ways to control food costs. Research has 
shown that membership in a cooperative purchasing group is one strategy that can result in 
reduced costs. Cooperative directors or boards continue to seek ways to improve service to 
members. It is important that both foodservice directors and cooperative leadership have a 
good understanding of what activities result in effective purchasing systems based on 
purchasing goals of the school district or purchasing organization. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to compare food cost and public school foodservice 
directors’ satisfaction between districts participating in school foodservice cooperatives or 
group purchasing arrangements and districts purchasing independently. It also assessed the 
prevalence of purchasing cooperatives in school foodservice and the results of various 
purchasing methods used in public school foodservice to solicit and award competitive 
contracts for food as compared to independent-purchasing school districts. This chapter 
will describe research design, subjects, instruments, and procedures 
Research Design 
According to Creswell (2005), survey research design is an appropriate and 
economical method to study attitudes toward a practice or to evaluate programs. A survey 
research design utilizing both quantitative and qualitative methodology to investigate 
current purchasing practices in school foodservice was used in this study. A stratified 
random sample of school foodservice directors were surveyed regarding satisfaction with 
current purchasing methods, current food prices for selected items, and participation in 
cooperative or group purchasing. Identification of school foodservice purchasing 
cooperatives and independent-purchasing districts for further study was based on survey 
responses.  
Data collection was done in two phases. This first phase was an electronic 
questionnaire developed to assess directors’ satisfaction with their current purchasing 
system, collect food cost data for comparison, and identify purchasing cooperatives across 
the United States. This cross-sectional survey also was used to collect demographic data of 
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respondents’ school district. An electronic on-line questionnaire allowed for an efficient 
and economical method of data collection 
The second phase of the study included phone surveys with selected cooperative 
directors and foodservice directors purchasing independently, comparison of historical food 
cost data of selected items, and a review of bid documents. A purposeful convenience 
sample of purchasing cooperative directors and foodservice directors not in purchasing 
cooperatives was selected from phase one survey responses. In order to gain a national 
perspective, an attempt was made to select one cooperative director and one foodservice 
director whose district did not belong to a cooperative from each USDA region. 
The research protocol and all survey instruments were submitted to the institutional 
review board with approval obtained before data collection. A copy of the approval is 
included in Appendix A.  
The study population comprised school foodservice directors who were accessible 
by electronic mail. A list of district school foodservice directors and e-mail addresses was 
compiled by members of the Iowa State Child Nutrition Leadership Academy. Sources of 
mail addresses included state CNP directors, state USDA commodity directors, industry 
partners, and state SNA affiliates. In states where none of these organizations maintained a 
list, an Internet search for individual school foodservice director e-mail addresses was 
conducted for districts listed by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES). All 
lists were edited to remove any names that were not from public school districts. Directors 
in the states of Alaska and Hawaii were removed because pricing would not be comparable 
to those in the continental United States due to higher costs for product delivery. In many 
cases, lists provided by state agencies included private schools, charter schools, 
 
26 
correctional facilities, residential child care institutions, and other CNP participants. School 
districts of less than 100 students were eliminated, as these districts most likely would not 
meet requirements for competitive bidding and had limited access to electronic mail. The 
number of identified foodservice directors with e-mail addresses was 13,026. 
Sample Selection 
Phase One: Electronic Survey of School Foodservice Directors 
The recommended number of completed surveys for a population between 10,000 
and 20,000 at a 95% confidence level and a ±5% sampling error is 370 (Dillman, 2007). 
Based on Dillman’s recommendations and an estimated response rate of 20% a sample size 
of 1,850 was determined. To ensure the sample had representation from all parts of the 
county, stratified sampling was used, as shown in Table 1. The population was sorted by 
USDA region and an appropriate number of participants were selected from each region 
using random number assignment in Microsoft Excel™. 
 
Table 1. Sample Size by USDA Region 
USDA region 
Number of 
foodservice directors
% directors per 
region of total Sample size 
Midwest 
Mountain Plains 
Southwest 
Northeast 
Western 
Mid-Atlantic 
Southeast 
3,065 
2,257 
1,979 
1,731 
1,614 
1,335 
1,045 
23.53 
17.33 
15.19 
13.29 
12.39 
10.25 
8.02 
435 
321 
281 
246 
229 
190 
148 
Total 13,026 100.00 1,850 
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Phase Two: Qualitative Study  
A convenience sample consisting of one cooperative director and one school 
foodservice director not a member of a cooperative from each of the seven USDA regions 
were the study sample (N = 14) for this phase. Cooperatives identified from the director 
surveys were the purchasing cooperative population for this study. The 7 purchasing 
cooperative directors or coordinators and 7 school foodservice directors from districts not 
belonging to a purchasing group or cooperative were contacted by phone and/or e-mail. 
One management company and one GPO identified from the initial survey were contacted 
but declined to participate in the study. 
Survey Instruments 
Phase One: Electronic Survey of School Foodservice Directors 
For the purpose of this study, a questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed for 
completion by a sample of school foodservice directors. Part one of the questionnaire was 
modified from a survey instrument used in a prior study (Bordreaux & Oldenquist, 1996). 
Permission to use the survey in the development of the purchasing satisfaction data 
collection tool for this study was granted (J. Bordereaux, personal communication, 
September 11, 2006). University faculty (n = 5) and school foodservice directors (n = 15) 
reviewed the questionnaire for content validity, clarity, and ease of completion. A 5-point 
Likert-type scale was used to report satisfaction with current purchasing systems. 
Part two of the questionnaire requested participants to report pricing information in 
January 2006 for selected items. The pricing survey was developed using the actual 
purchasing history of one purchasing cooperative (K. Falder, personal communication, 
October 10, 2006). To determine typical food items purchased by school foodservice, 
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purchasing records for one cooperative were reviewed. Food items from an actual review 
of this cooperative’s bid records were selected for cost comparison. Dairy products, bakery 
products, and fresh produce were not included in the review. On one bid award of $4.5 
million, eight items represented 80 percent of the total dollar volume. The top items based 
on dollar volume were 1 oz. bowl pack cereal, 2.3 oz. precooked hamburger patty, breaded 
chicken nugget, frozen biscuit dough, breaded chicken strips, pepperoni pizza, individual 4 
oz. 100% fruit juice, and french fries. These items were in the top tier of money spent based 
on cost as well as volume. A specification for each food item identified was included in the 
electronic questionnaire and is provided in Appendix B. Due to variations in packaging, 
items were compared based on portion cost, pound, or standard case of product. 
Respondents were asked to indicate the type of purchasing methods used and 
membership in a purchasing cooperative or other type of group purchasing arrangement. 
Respondents answering in the affirmative to group membership were asked an additional 
set of questions. Respondents were asked to identify from a list provided the top three 
reasons they had chosen to participate in a cooperative. Respondents were also asked to 
provide the name of their cooperative or purchasing group as well as a contact person’s 
name, e-mail address, and telephone number. 
Demographic questions were the final part of the questionnaire. Questions 
regarding the school district enrollment, location, number of buildings with foodservice 
programs, and daily participation were included. An online survey tool, 
SurveyMonkey.com™, was used to distribute the electronic survey. 
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Phase Two: Qualitative Study 
Data collection for this phase was in the form of a telephone interview with selected 
cooperative or group directors (n = 7) and independent-purchasing district directors (n = 7). 
The telephone survey form is included as part of Appendix B. Participants were asked to 
provide copies of their most recent bid or request for proposal for the time period that 
included January 2006. Breakfast cereal was not included in this survey as there are limited 
manufacturers of these products and some have national bid pricing programs. 
At the end of the interview, participants were asked to provide food cost data. 
January 2004, 2005, and 2006 cost data were requested for selected food items. Directors 
who inquired about providing cost data via electronic mail were encouraged to do so. 
Procedures 
Pilot Test 
In December 2006, the survey instrument for phase one was reviewed for content 
validity by individuals with characteristics similar to the research sample . Ten school 
foodservice directors who were members of purchasing cooperatives and five directors 
who purchased independently agreed to participate in the pilot study. Few changes were 
suggested for inclusion in the survey. Changes included wording of individual food item 
descriptions and clearer communication of the specific products for which pricing was 
requested. Pilot test participants reviewed the survey a second time. Participants considered 
content, readability, and format acceptable. Foodservice directors who participated in the 
pilot test were excluded from the survey frame. The final questionnaire was reviewed with 
committee members.  
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Data Collection 
Data collection was conducted during April and May 2007. An on-line survey 
software tool, SurveyMonkey.com™, was the vehicle used for survey distribution, response 
collection, and data compilation. Survey implementation was adapted from a recommended 
mail survey protocol suggested by Dillman (2007). An example of all correspondence and 
all questionnaires are provided in Appendix B. 
Electronic mail requests asking selected foodservice directors to participate in the 
study were sent 7 days before sending the cover letter and questionnaire. Pre-notification 
was sent to 1,850 identified directors. An e-mail cover letter explained the purpose of the 
research project, data collection procedures, rights of participants, and instructions for 
completion of survey, and an automatic link to the questionnaire followed. The cover letter 
also requested a response within 2 weeks. Surveys responses were tracked electronically. A 
reminder to complete the survey was sent 7 days following the initial request. Persons not 
responding after the reminder were sent a second copy of the original cover letter and 
participation request. A final request for participation was sent not using 
SurveyMonkey.com™ for distribution. This final e-mail request was sent from the 
researcher’s personal e-mail rather than SurveyMonkey.com™ to avoid email filters and 
spam blockers 
E-mails retuned as undeliverable were collected. The reason for nondelivery was 
researched. Bad addresses were corrected, if possible, and requests resent. Undeliverable 
messages due to content filters were also collected. Individual participation requests were 
sent to blocked e-mail addresses, as filters may block large group messages or those from 
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commercial sources such as SurveyMonkey.com™. Request for permission to send a 
message was made when possible. 
Purchasing cooperative directors and district directors selected to participate in 
phase two of the study were sent an introductory letter via electronic mail. The letter 
explained the need for historic food cost data and identified the products and period of time 
for which data were requested. An appointment to conduct the telephone survey was made 
by e-mail. Directors not responding to the e-mail request were contacted by telephone. 
Telephone surveys were conducted during May 2007. 
Data Analysis 
Results from the on-line purchasing satisfaction survey were downloaded for 
analysis using Microsoft Excel™ and SSPS, version 15.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2006). After the data 
were compiled, and the number of respondents was analyzed to determine response rate, t 
tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to determine differences between 
groups and purchasing methods. Overall satisfaction rating for each respondent was 
determined by calculating the sum of all satisfaction ratings. The mean for overall ratings 
was calculated. Due to a small sample size, lack of normality, and unequal variance, 
nonparametric tests (chi-square and cross tab analysis) were used to identify important 
reasons for joining a cooperative.  
Responses were categorized based on purchasing method and cooperative 
membership. ANOVA was used to determine the relationships between the type of 
purchasing approach used by cooperative and independent purchasing groups and the price 
paid for the specific items.  
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Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric tests and one-way ANOVA were used to compare 
historical costs in cooperatives and independent-purchasing districts. Increases or decreases 
from 2004 to 2006 were calculated. Percentage change was determined by dividing the 
change in price by the 2004 price. Percentage change in price was compared to the 
percentage change in the PPI using a t test. Statistical analysis of data is provided as 
Appendix C.  
Contract documents were collected and compared. Elements from each document 
were identified and coded. The frequency of each element was recorded. Percentage of 
occurrence was calculated for all respondents and for those used by cooperatives and those 
districts purchasing independently. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
This study compared differences in school foodservice directors’ satisfaction with 
current purchasing methods and prices paid for selected food items between public school 
districts belonging to foodservice purchasing cooperatives and those not a member of such 
groups. Electronic questionnaires were sent to a random sample of foodservice directors 
(N = 1,630) stratified by USDA region. The on-line purchasing survey was completed by 
453 of the 1,630 (28%) school foodservice directors. Foodservice directors completed a 
questionnaire that included items about their satisfaction with results of competitive 
bidding, costs of selected food items, and district characteristics. Those who indicated 
membership in cooperatives provided information regarding their reasons for entering into 
this type of purchasing arrangement. Telephone interviews were conducted with 7 school 
cooperative directors and 7 school foodservice directors who were not members of a 
cooperative. 
Findings from the electronic survey are presented in the following order: 
characteristics of the responding school districts and foodservice operations, competitive 
bidding organization, costs of selected food items, and school foodservice directors’ 
satisfaction with current purchasing method. Information obtained from telephone 
interviews with selected cooperative and foodservice directors follows. Statistical analysis 
results are presented in Appendix C. 
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Electronic Survey Findings 
Characteristics 
Demographic questions were placed at the end of the survey as suggested by 
Dillman (2007), which may account for the low response rate to this section. 
Approximately one fourth of respondents did not provide complete information. The 
majority of responding districts indicated 2 to 4 schools in the district (n = 142), with 
almost all of these (n = 138) participating in the federal CNP. The majority (73%) reported 
enrollment of fewer than 5,000 students and were a self-operated foodservice (66%). 
Characteristics provided by responding districts are shown in Table 2.  
When asked to respond to the question “Do your purchase food with other school 
districts as part of a formal group purchasing arrangement or other type of buying group?” 
survey respondents were evenly divided: 40.84% (n = 185) indicated membership in a 
cooperative or other type of buying group and 41.06% (n = 186) indicated they did not 
purchase with a group. Eighty-two respondents (18.10%) omitted that question. 
NCES (2005) reported that, in 2003–2004, 45% of school districts had an 
enrollment of less then 1,000 and 37.9% of districts reported enrollment between 1,000 and 
4,999. Districts with enrollments of 5,000 to 9,999 accounted for 7.4% of total districts, 
4.1% of districts had enrollments of 10,000 to 24,999, and 1.8% of districts reported 
enrollments over 25,000. In this study, almost one third of all districts had fewer than 1,000 
students, about 40% reported district enrollment of 1,000 to 4,999, 13.2% had enrollments 
of between 5,000 and 9,999, and 13.3% had enrollments of greater than 10,000. 
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Table 2. Characteristics of Responding School Districts (N = 453) 
Variables n % 
USDA region 
Midwest 
Mountain Plains 
Southeast 
Western 
Southwest 
Mid-Atlantic 
Northeast 
No response 
 
99 
85 
72 
64 
54 
46 
23 
10 
 
21.9 
18.8 
15.9 
14.1 
11.9 
10.1 
5.1 
2.2 
Number of schools in the district 
1 
2-4 
5-9 
10-24 
25-49 
50+ 
No response 
 
30 
142 
81 
54 
19 
10 
117 
 
6.6 
31.4 
17.9 
11.9 
4.2 
2.2 
25.8 
Number of schools participating in the federal child nutrition program 
1 
2-4 
5-9 
10-24 
25-49 
50+ 
No response 
 
35 
138 
79 
56 
21 
7 
117 
 
7.7 
30.5 
17.5 
12.4 
4.6 
1.5 
25.8 
District student enrollment 
Less than 1,000 
1,000-4,999 
5,000-9,999 
10,000-24,999 
25,000+ 
No response 
 
149 
179 
60 
37 
23 
5 
 
32.9 
39.5 
13.2 
8.2 
5.1 
1.1 
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Table 2. (continued) 
Variables n % 
Average daily meal equivalents 
Less than 1,000 
1,000-4,999 
5,000-9,999 
10,000-24,999 
25,000+ 
No response 
 
120 
94 
33 
27 
10 
169 
 
26.5 
20.7 
7.3 
6.0 
2.2 
37.3 
Foodservice management 
Self operated 
Contract management 
No response 
 
302 
38 
113 
 
66.7 
8.4 
24.9 
Purchasing organization 
Purchasing cooperative member 
Not a purchasing cooperative member 
No response 
 
 
185 
186 
82 
 
 
40.8 
41.1 
18.1 
 
Respondents were from districts with number of school buildings ranging from 1 to 
213 schools. The mean number of schools in a district was 9.74 (n = 336). In school year 
2002–2003, the average number of schools per district was 5.6, thus findings from this 
study indicate a trend toward consolidation (NCES, 2005). Foodservice management 
companies operated 11% (n = 38) of responding districts’ CNP programs and 89% (n = 
302) of those responding to the study reported being self-operated. Studies in 1988–1989, 
1990–1991, and 1997–1998 reported the percentage of districts using management 
contracts as 9.0%, 5.7%, and 11.8%, respectively (USDA, 2000b).  
Differences between this study and the national statistics may be attributed to the 
fact that districts with fewer than 100 students and directors without e-mail access were 
eliminated from the study population (NCES, 2005; SNA, 2006). Tendency for school 
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foodservice directors from larger districts to respond at a higher rate may be attributed to 
several factors other than sampling error. School foodservice directors from larger districts 
may have a higher level of education and greater appreciation for research than those from 
smaller districts. School foodservice directors from larger districts may have more time to 
collect requested information and complete surveys than directors in smaller districts. They 
may also have more staff that could assist in gathering the requested information. Directors 
in smaller districts often have administrative duties in addition to foodservice department 
management. If they do not manage multiple programs, they may have daily meal service 
and preparation responsibilities in addition to department management.  
Directors of school foodservice in districts operated under management contracts 
are generally employees of the management company not the school district and may not 
have been inclined to respond to a questionnaire regarding school foodservice purchasing. 
Management companies often generally operate group purchasing organizations, so local 
directors may not have had access to the requested information or felt comfortable 
answering questions about their employer’s corporate initiatives.  
NCES did not identify the number or percentage of districts with enrollment under 
100, but 20.8% of districts had enrollments of 1–299 (NCES, 2005). Another consideration 
is the possibility of shifting of district demographics due to district mergers and population 
shifts over the past 3 years. 
In this study, 40.8% of respondents reported membership in cooperatives or group 
purchasing arrangements. Of those reporting membership in cooperatives, 28% were from 
districts with enrollment of under 1,000 students and 44% were from districts with 
enrollments of between 1,000 and 4,999 students. In a previous study, USDA (2000b) 
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reported about one third of all school districts used purchasing cooperatives during the 
1997–1998 school year. Use of purchasing cooperatives has increased slowly since the first 
purchasing study in 1986. In 1986 less then 10% of school districts participated in 
cooperatives, but by 1997–1998 that number had increased to over one third (USDA, 1998, 
2000b). In contrast, a 1996–1997 study reported that 31.8% of districts and a 1999–2000 
study found that 33.7% of districts had never participated in a cooperative (USDA, 2002). 
Data regarding school foodservice purchasing cooperative participation are not tracked by 
any group, so a comparison to this study and the actual population is not possible. USDA 
(1998) reported similar demographics of school districts with membership in purchasing 
cooperatives: 42.9% (n = 1,465) indicated district enrollment less than 1,000 students, and 
32.35% were from districts with enrollments of 1,000 to 4,999.  
In this study, the distribution of cooperatives across the country was fairly even. 
The number of cooperatives per USDA region ranged from 10 in the northeast region to 34 
in the southeast region, with the largest number reported in Texas (n = 29). Cooperatives 
appear to be more prevalent in the South. In this study, the southwest (61%) and southeast 
(49%) regions had the highest percentage of districts reporting membership in 
cooperatives. Three CNP state agencies in the Southeast region (Alabama, Mississippi, and 
South Carolina) operate statewide cooperatives. 
Competitive Bidding Organizations 
Approximately 75% of the 456 respondents (n = 359) provided requested 
information about the way competitive bids were awarded in their districts. The largest 
group of respondents (n = 115) indicated they did not know what type of competitive bid 
award or pricing methods were used in their districts. About the same percentage of 
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directors in cooperatives and those not part of a purchasing arrangement were uncertain as 
to bid award and pricing methods used. Table 3 shows the distribution of purchasing bid 
methods identified by all respondents and for cooperative members and nonmembers.  
ANOVA was used to compare response means for bid award and pricing methods 
between members and nonmembers of cooperatives. Cooperative members reported the use 
of cost-plus-fixed-fee bid method significantly more often (n = 38, p < .05) than 
nonmembers (n = 16). Cost-plus-fixed-fee bidding requires distributor costs be audited on a 
regular basis, and this may account for cooperatives using this method more often than 
independent-purchasing districts. Individual districts may not have personnel available to 
travel to distributors for cost audits. 
 
Table 3. Distribution of Bid Award and Pricing Methods for Purchasing Cooperative 
Members and Nonmembers (N = 359) 
 
All  
  Rrespondentsa  
Cooperative  
  members  
Non-members  
of cooperatives 
Bid method n % n % n % 
Do not know 115 28.9 57 26.2* 54 30.5 
Line-item 114 28.7 57 26.2* 57 32.2 
Bottom-line 63 15.8 35 16.0* 28 15.8 
Firm price 53 13.3 31 14.2* 22 12.4 
Cost-plus-fixed-fee 53 13.3 38 17.4* 16 9.1 
Note. Not every respondent indicating bid method provided cooperative membership 
information. 
a39 respondents gave multiple responses, 25 from cooperatives and 14 not from 
cooperatives. 
*p < .05. 
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Two studies (Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 1996; USDA, 1998) reported types of 
competitive bidding done by school districts. USDA reported 40% of school districts 
awarded bids based on line-item pricing and 15% used bottom-line pricing. Of those 
studied, 30% of respondents reported bid awards were firm prices, and 6.5% of respondents 
used cost-plus-fixed-fee pricing (USDA, 1998). Twenty-eight percent of Mississippi school 
foodservice directors reported using traditional line-item bids before joining a statewide 
purchasing system (Boudreaux & Oldenquist). Combination bottom-line, firm price 
contracts were used by 36% of those directors, and 36% had used cost-plus-fixed-fee bids. 
In this study, 29% of all respondents reported using line-item bids, similar to the results 
from the Mississippi study; bottom-line bids were reported by 16% of respondents; and 
13% reported firm pricing. USDA (1998) reported similar results for bottom-line bids, 
whereas firm pricing was reported by 30%. In this study, 13% reported using cost-plus-
fixed-fee bids, which is more than the 6.5% reported by USDA (1998) and less than the 
36% reported in the Mississippi study (Boudreaux & Oldenquist). It is important to note all 
directors reporting the use of cost-plus-fixed-fee bids in the Mississippi study had belonged 
to a purchasing group prior to joining the statewide group (Boudreaux & Oldenquist). In 
this study, over 70% of respondents reporting the use of cost-plus-fixed-fee bids were 
purchasing cooperative members. 
Line-item bidding is a more traditional method of bidding and often used to bid a 
large quantity of items that are being drop shipped to one location for distribution later 
(Gunn, 2002). This method is also the simplest to award when price is the primary factor. 
School foodservice directors who are responsible for purchasing and not members of 
cooperatives may feel this method generates the lowest price for each individual item and 
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may not consider other factors such as cost of processing invoices from multiple 
distributors or the staff required to receive multiple weekly deliveries.  
Respondents to this survey indicated firm pricing less frequently than line-item or 
bottom-line pricing. Firm pricing can be associated with either line-item or bottom-line 
bids, and directors may not have recognized this as a separate bid method. This may 
account for directors reporting this bid method less frequently. 
Cost-plus-fixed-fee bidding was reported less frequently than other bid methods. 
Cost-plus-fixed-feed bids are often associated with the selection of a prime vendor. This 
type of bid is more complex to administer than other types. Bid administrators are required 
to audit successful contractor costs to determine bid compliance. This often involves travel 
to the distributor’s headquarters to review invoices and transportation bills. Directors who 
are not members of a cooperative or are from a small school district may not have the time 
to administer such contract. Directors without college degrees and limited formal training 
may be hesitant to enter into such a contract because of the audit requirements. Often, cost-
plus-fixed-fee contracts are utilized because the vendor cost base allows for longer 
contracts and renewal. This longer contract and potential renewals provide cooperatives an 
avenue to entice distributors to bid with them. 
Cost of Selected Food Items 
Increased purchasing power should reduce prices paid in competitive bid situations 
(Dreyer, 1995). Table 4 presents a summary of mean prices of selected items paid by 
cooperative members and non-member in January 2007. Fewer than half (n = 3) of selected 
food items had significantly lower prices. 
 
42 
Table 4. Mean Prices Paid for Selected Food Itemsa 
 
All  
  respondents  
Cooperative  
  members  
Nonmembers of  
  cooperatives  
Food item n 
Mean 
price SD n 
Mean 
price SD n 
Mean 
price SD 
Beef pattyb 215 0.28 0.11 119 0.27* 0.09 96 0.29 0.12 
Chicken nuggetsb 239 0.32 0.17 126 0.32* 0.17 113 0.33 0.17 
Biscuits, rawb  156 0.15 0.04 87 0.15* 0.04 69 0.15 0.05 
Orange juiceb 254 0.16 0.07 134 0.15* 0.05 120 0.17 0.09 
Pepperoni pizzab 185 0.43 0.10 107 0.42* 0.10 78 0.43 0.11 
Breakfast cerealb 245 0.23 0.07 128 0.22* 0.06 117 0.24 0.09 
Chicken stripsc 139 1.89 1.08 75 1.80* 0.82 64 2.00 1.31 
French friesd 215 16.12 5.97 118 15.22* 3.66 97 17.22 7.81 
aMean price is in dollars. bPrice is per serving. cPrice is per pound. dPrice is per 30-pound 
case. 
*p < .05. 
 
Cooperatives paid significantly lower (p = .05) prices for orange juice, breakfast 
cereal, and french fries. Previous studies also reported lower prices by cooperatives. 
Hiemstra et al. (1996) reported cooperatives in Indiana had between 3% and 7% lower 
costs than noncooperative bids. Boudreaux and Oldenquist (1996) reported overall food 
cost decreased $0.15 per meal after joining a statewide cooperative. USDA (1996) reported 
cooperatives had a lower price for approximately 77% (n = 36 of 47) of the food items 
compared to the 43% lower prices in this study. Based on weighted mean costs across all 
food items tested food purchased by members of cooperatives was approximately 4% 
below those purchased by nonmembers. 
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Differences in this study and previous studies may be attributed to various factors. 
In the Indiana (Hiemstra et al., 1996) and USDA (1996) studies, cooperatives were 
compared to other bid methods and differences in cooperative bid methods were not 
addressed. Differences in cooperative bid administration could have produced different 
results. Geographic differences would also affect price paid for items. In some cases, 
cooperatives or purchasing groups receive bid discounts in the form of rebates for their 
members. These rebates are often used to pay cooperative administrative costs and only 
unspent balances are paid to member districts. This could cause the true item prices 
provided by local school foodservice directors to be overstated. These discounts and/or 
rebates are received as lump sum payments and may not be identified to individual food 
items. 
Foodservice Directors’ Satisfaction with Current Purchase Methods 
Purchasing is a complex function, particularly for those involved with purchasing 
for CNPs. An important decision in the purchasing process is supplier or vendor selection. 
Vendor selection is based on multiple factors including price, quality, and delivery method 
(Gregoire & Spears, 2007). Director satisfaction is one criterion to use in evaluation of 
vendors during the competitive bid process. In this study, responding directors rated their 
level of satisfaction with current purchasing methods on 17 items using a 5-point Likert-
type scale with 1 = very dissatisfied and 5 = very satisfied. Table 5 shows a summary of 
responses.  
Mean satisfaction ratings for all respondents ranged from 4.30 for frequency of 
delivery to 3.73 for product substitutions. All school foodservice directors were most 
satisfied with frequency of deliveries (mean rating of 4.3), general vendor service (mean  
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Table 5. Frequencies and Means of Ratings of Satisfaction of Current Purchasing Method 
by Foodservice Directors (n = 453) 
   All respondents 
Cooperative  
  members
Nonmembers 
  of cooperatives 
Items n Ma SD n Ma SD n Ma SD
Frequency of delivery 370 4.30 0.63 184 4.36* 0.62 185 4.23* 0.64
General satisfaction  
  with vendor service 365 4.22 0.64 182 4.18* 0.65 183 4.26* 0.64
Input regarding  
  purchasing decisions 350 4.18 0.77 179 4.17* 0.75 171 4.18* 0.80
Ability to affect  
  purchasing decisions 363 4.18 0.78 184 4.17* 0.80 179 4.20* 0.76
Vendor responsiveness  
  to problems 367 4.17 0.72 184 4.09* 0.69 183 4.24* 0.67
General satisfaction  
  with delivery 363 4.15 0.67 181 4.19* 0.69 182 4.12* 0.65
Problem resolution  
  by vendors 369 4.14 0.70 185 4.11* 0.72 184 4.17* 0.67
Order fill rate 365 4.12 0.70 184 4.14* 0.76 185 4.11* 0.65
Food cost savings 365 4.03 0.71 182 4.10* 0.74 183 3.96* 0.68
Time of delivery 371 4.01 0.91 185 3.94* 1.02 186 4.08* 0.77
Brands bid by  
  vendors 354 4.00 0.68 183 4.08* 0.71 171 3.91* 0.71
Input into specification 
  development 350 3.99 0.83 180 3.99* 0.83 170 3.99* 0.85
Number of items bid 351 3.98 0.73 182 4.02* 0.75 169 3.93* 0.70
Competitive bid  
  method 349 3.96 0.78 181 4.07* 0.77 168 3.85* 0.79
Administrative cost 
savings 340 3.91 0.78 172 3.99* 0.78 168 3.82* 0.77
Input into contract 
language 347 3.88 0.84 178 3.89* 0.82 169 3.88* 0.85
Product substitutions 365 3.73 0.90 184 3.72* 0.97 181 3.75* 0.83
aRating scale: 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = neutral, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very 
satisfied. 
*p < .05. 
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rating of 4.22), and input regarding purchasing decisions (mean rating of 4.18). Input into 
contract language (mean rating of 3.88%) and product substitutions (mean rating of 3.73) 
had the lowest satisfaction ratings. Overall satisfaction score (determined by calculating the 
sum of all satisfaction rating) was 65.24 of a possible 85 (17 X 5). 
Cooperative Members and Nonmembers. Cooperative members’ mean ratings of 
satisfaction for specific items ranged from 4.36 (frequency of delivery) to 3.72 (product 
substitution), whereas ratings of nonmembers of cooperatives ranged from 4.27 for general 
satisfaction with service to 3.75 for product substitutions. Limited differences were found 
between cooperative members and nonmembers. Cooperative members were significantly 
more satisfied (p < .05) with savings in administrative cost, brands bid by vendors, and 
frequency of deliveries. Nonmembers were significantly more satisfied with vendor 
responsiveness to their problems. There was no significant difference in overall satisfaction 
with current purchasing methods between school foodservice directors who were members 
of cooperatives and those who were not. 
Bid Method and Cooperative Membership. Krussak-Wallis tests were used to 
determine the effect of bid method and cooperative membership on directors’ satisfaction 
rating as the data were not normally distributed. Directors in cooperatives using cost-plus-
fixed-fee bidding rated 11 of the 17 items on the satisfaction survey significantly higher 
than directors who were not members of a purchasing cooperative (p < .05). Those factors 
were food cost (M = 4.38, SD = 0.11), administrative cost (M = 4.24, SD = 0.13), ability to 
affect purchasing decisions (M = 4.49, SD = 0.12), input into development of specifications 
(M = 4.21, SD = 0.13), and brands bid by vendors (M = 4.33, SD = 0.11). In addition these 
directors in cooperatives using cost-plus-fixed-fee bidding also rated their satisfaction with 
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number of items bids (M = 4.25, SD = 0.12), competitive bid method (M = 4.41, SD = 
0.11), vendor responsiveness to problems (M = 4.41, SD = 0.11), general satisfaction with 
service (M = 4.35, SD = 0.10), order fill rate (M = 4.35, SD = 0.11), and product 
substitutions (M = 4.08, SD = 0.14) higher than other directors. Directors in cooperatives 
that used bottom-line bid awards were significantly (p < .05) more satisfied with their input 
into specification development (M = 4.27, SD = 0.14) and input into contract language than 
other directors (M = 4.34, SD = 0.13). Directors in cooperatives that used firm pricing were 
less satisfied with vendor responsiveness (M = 3.83, SD = 13) than other directors. There 
was no significant difference in satisfaction ratings given by directors in cooperatives that 
awarded bids using line-bid method for any of the listed items. 
Hiemstra et al. (1996) reported foodservice directors who utilized cooperative 
purchasing appeared to be more satisfied with their purchasing system than directors who 
conducted their own competitive purchasing. In addition, school foodservice directors often 
are the governing body that controls cooperative decision-making. Nonmembers of 
cooperatives were very satisfied with the way vendors respond to their needs, possibly 
because they maintain a more direct relationship with the vendors. Cost-plus-fixed-fee 
bidding generally have provided for longer bid periods and multiple contract extensions 
when all parties are pleased with existing service and may foster an extended vendor 
relationship (Gunn, 2002). This fact may have been a contributing factor in higher 
satisfaction ratings by cooperative members with cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts. 
Foodservice Directors’ Reasons for Joining a Cooperative 
Purchasing cooperative members responding to the questionnaire indicated their 
reasons for joining a cooperative. Respondents were asked to rank score the top three 
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reasons for joining a cooperative from a given list using scores of 1 (primary reason), 2 
(second most important reason), and 3 (third most important reason). For analysis, scores 
of importance were reverse coded. Thus, a mean score of 2.76 would indicate greater 
importance for a given reason. Ranking scores are provided in Table 6. Due to the lack of 
normality of the data, chi-squared was used for data analysis. 
Chi-squared showed lower food cost, greater competition among vendors, and less 
paper work were the most important reasons for joining a cooperative (p < .01). Saving 
 
Table 6. Reasons for Joining a Purchasing Cooperative (n = 220a) 
   All responses    Rankingd  
Reasons nb %c Me SD 1 2 3 
Lower food cost 143 31.22 2.76** 0.52 114 23 6 
Greater competition among vendors 63 13.75 1.89** 0.57 7 42 14 
Save staff time 62 13.54 1.71** 0.69 8 28 26 
Regulation compliance 53 11.57 1.91** 0.79 14 20 19 
Less paper work 49 10.70 1.31** 0.59 3 9 37 
Increase number of bidders 31 6.77 1.48** 0.68 3 9 19 
Decision made by others 27 5.90 2.19** 0.88 13 6 8 
State agency administered 14 3.06 1.64** 0.68 2 5 7 
State agency recommendation 9 1.97 1.56** 0.73 1 3 5 
Vendor recommendation 7 1.53 1.71** 0.95 2 1 4 
aTotal number of respondents, each gave up to three responses. bTotal responses, N = 485. 
cPercentage of total responses. d1 = most important reason, 2 = second most important 
reason, 3 = third most important reason for joining a cooperative. eRankings were reverse 
coded before determination of mean. 
**p < .01 chi-squared. *p < .05 chi-squared. 
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staff time and increasing the number of bidders were also significant reasons for joining a 
cooperative (p < .05) 
Of the 220 responding to this question regarding reasons for joining a cooperative, 
143 (65%) directors indicated that one of their top three reasons for joining a cooperative 
was lower food costs; less paperwork received the lowest ranking (1.31). The number of 
study participants indicating they had not been involved in the decision to join a 
cooperative was 27 (5.90%). In an earlier study of school foodservice directors who joined 
a statewide cooperative, 92% indicated perceived time saved on purchasing activities was 
the number one reason for joining the cooperatives and reduction of stressful conditions 
was the second highest ranked reason (86%; Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 1996). 
Differences between the Mississippi study (Boudreaux & Oldenquist, 1996) and 
this study may be attributed to various factors. Participants in the Mississippi study had 
recently joined a statewide cooperative. Directors new to cooperatives would not have 
experience with cooperative benefits and disadvantages on which to base their responses. 
Directors in this study were asked to indicate their motivation for joining a cooperative, but 
this ranking could be biased based on previous experience. Geographic differences could 
have been a contributing factor, as this study involved participants from a national sample, 
whereas the other study was limited to one state.  
Telephone Survey Results 
Characteristics 
Cooperative directors indicated memberships ranged from 14 to 136 districts. Three 
of the seven cooperatives had memberships in excess of 100 districts and four had 
memberships of fewer than 30 districts. The numbers of schools and students were not 
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tracked by some cooperatives. Districts not members of cooperatives that responded to the 
telephone survey reported a range of the number of schools in the district between 3 and 22 
while the cooperatives represented between 37 and 1,450 schools. Two cooperatives did 
not track the number of schools. Only two of the cooperatives reported the number of 
students in their member districts. The largest cooperative represented 700,000 students. 
District enrollment for nonmember districts was between 1,500 and 20,000. 
Telephone Interview Results 
Cooperative directors and nonmembers of cooperatives were interviewed by 
telephone. Questions in the telephone interview were designed be exploratory in nature and 
to provide information regarding how bidding is conducted in their organization. Most 
participants indicated food deliveries (drops) were required at least weekly. Only two 
required multiple deliveries per week; both these were not members of a cooperative. One 
cooperative director reported each individual member district negotiated delivery 
requirements. Only one cooperative provided distributors a guaranteed minimum delivery 
of $250. 
All district directors that were not members of cooperative reported the total dollar 
spent on food purchases during the 2005–2006 school year. Purchases ranged from 
$250,000 to $3,500,000. Fewer than half the seven cooperatives tracked dollar value of 
purchases. Cooperative purchases ranged from $2.2 million to $25 million. No cooperative 
tracked the number of meal equivalents served by member districts. All school foodservice 
directors not in cooperatives provided this information.  
Frequency of bidding varied from quarterly to at least every 5 years. Two 
nonmembers of cooperatives reported bidding of less than annually (one quarterly, one 
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semi-annually). Six respondents (two cooperatives and four nonmembers of cooperatives) 
reported bidding annually. Four cooperatives and one nonmember of a cooperative reported 
bidding less frequently due to contract renewal clauses. One nonmember of a cooperative 
reported bidding every 3 years; all others reported bidding every 5 years.  
Participants reported a variety of bid award methods. Two cooperatives reported 
using a point system for awarding bids. One used a combination of bottom-line and line-
item pricing and one determined points based on price, service, and bid completeness to 
evaluate bids. Three cooperatives and one nonmember of a cooperative reported using cost-
plus-fixed fee bid method. Five participants reported using line-item bids; none were 
members of a cooperative. Bottom-line bidding was used by only one nonmember of a 
cooperative member. All cooperatives and four of the seven districts not members of a 
cooperative reported identifying a prime vendor. 
Almost every participant used a different method to determine what items to bid. 
Cooperatives (n = 3) reported using a purchasing committee or advisory to make these 
determinations. Others reported using minimum case volumes to determine what items are 
bid. Case minimums ranged from 10 (nonmember of a cooperative) to 500 (cooperative). 
Only two respondents (one cooperative and one nonmember of a cooperative) indicated 
they negotiated contracts directly with manufacturers. Both of these involved USDA-
processed commodities. Three nonmembers of cooperatives reported using student surveys 
to determine what products are bid. 
No nonmember of a cooperative indicated the school foodservice department had 
staff dedicated to purchasing. One director reported school foodservice bidding was 
handled by the district’s purchasing department. Three of the seven cooperatives used 
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member school foodservice directors to coordinate their bid process. Two cooperatives had 
full-time bid coordinators. One cooperative contracted with an on-line bidding service, and 
one had two employees that bidding is one part of their job duties.  
Contract Document Comparison 
A convenience sample of 14 competitive bid requests for proposals, general bid 
conditions, and contracts were reviewed. Contracts reviewed were for general food bids 
and included frozen and staple items. Seven samples were from purchasing cooperatives 
and 7 were from independent purchasing districts. Attempts were made to obtain a pair of 
participants from each USDA region. When this was not possible, a director or cooperative 
from a neighboring region was contacted. A contract management company and a national 
GPO were asked to provide bid documents but declined to participate in the study. A 
content analysis of bid documents was conducted and the presence of 30 elements 
identified. A summary of findings is presented in Table 7. 
Cooperative bid contracts appear to be more comprehensive than independent 
district contracts. The length of cooperative bid contract documents ranged from 6 to 26 
pages including bid conditions and contract terms. The average cooperative contract was 19 
pages in length. In contrast, individual district bid contracts ranged from 2 to 10 pages with 
the average being slightly more than 5 pages in length. 
Nine of the 30 elements were common to both cooperative and noncooperative 
contracts. These common elements were length of contract, non-binding quantity clauses, 
bid frequency, brand identification, delivery terms, bid award, and bid pricing method. It is 
interesting to note use of brands to identify quality specifications was widespread. This is 
perhaps indicative of schools moving to the use of more branded products or consolidation  
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Table 7. Elements Identified as Part of Contract Documents by Purchasing Cooperative  
(n = 7) Member and Nonmember Districts (n = 7) 
 All 
respondents 
Cooperative 
  members  
Nonmembers of 
cooperatives 
Element of contract n % n % n % 
Contract length 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Quantity guarantee clause 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Bid frequency 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Brand identification 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Award method 
 Bottom-line 
 Line-item 
14 
11 
3 
100.0 
78.6 
21.4 
7 
5 
2 
100.0 
71.4 
28.6 
7 
2 
5 
100.0 
28.6 
17.4 
Pricing method 
 Fixed price 
 Cost-plus-fixed-fee 
 Discounts 
14 
7 
6 
1 
100.0 
50.0 
42.9 
7.1 
7 
1 
5 
1 
100.0 
7.1 
71.4 
14.3 
7 
6 
1 
0 
100.0 
42.9 
7.1 
0.0 
Delivery frequency 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Delivery requirements 14 100.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Contract termination process 11 78.6 5 71.4 6 42.9 
Firm Pricing requirement 10 71.4 6 85.7 4 57.1 
Debarment certification 10 71.4 6 85.7 4 57.1 
Payment terms 10 71.4 7 100.0 3 42.9 
Escalation/de-escalation clause 8 57.1 4 57.1 4 57.1 
Substitutions 8 57.1 4 57.1 4 57.1 
Shortage replacement 7 50.0 5 71.4 2 28.6 
USDA net off invoice 7 50.0 5 71.4 2 28.6 
On-line ordering 7 50.0 6 85.7 1 14.3 
Ordering schedule 6 42.9 4 57.1 2 28.6 
Exclusivity clause 6 42.9 4 57.1 2 28.6 
USDA delivery and storage 6 42.9 3 42.9 3 42.6 
Usage reporting 5 35.7 5 71.4 1 14.3 
Audit of distributor cost 5 35.7 5 71.4 0 0.0 
Problem resolution procedure 5 35.7 4 57.2 1 14.3 
CN labels 5 35.7 4 57.2 1 14.3 
Bidder prequalification 5 35.7 4 57.2 1 14.3 
HACCP certification 4 28.6 3 42.9 1 14.3 
Fill rate requirement 4 28.6 3 42.9 1 14.3 
Fuel or delivery fee adjustment 3 21.4 3 42.9 0 0.0 
Product advisory committee 3 21.4 3 42.9 0 0.0 
Buyer-distributor Expectations 2 14.3 2 28.6 0 0.0 
Vendor fee 2 14.3 2 28.6 0 0.0 
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within the food industry. Another possible factor could be the use of brands is necessary for 
receiving sites to enforce bid contracts. The use of brand identification also eliminated the 
question of distributor compliance with bid specification. Without brand identification, 
distributors often have to provide manufacturer certification of specification compliance, 
thus increasing costs. Use of brands also might limit the need for product substitutions.  
Because cooperatives speak for a group of school districts and must protect the 
concerns of all members, this may account for requests for proposals and contracts being 
more detailed. Purchasing professionals managed some cooperatives and would be 
expected to have greater expertise in contract development and management, but member 
school foodservice directors managed the two cooperatives with the more extensive 
contracts. 
All cooperative contracts were 1 year in length except for one, a 6-month contract. 
All seven cooperatives allowed for contract renewals beyond the initial contact term. 
Cooperative contract renewals ranged from one 6-month renewal to five 1-year renewals. 
Four cooperatives allowed contracts to be renewed up to four times and two groups 
allowed for two renewals. All contract renewal clauses were based on original contract 
length. For example, a 6-month contract allowed for one 6-month renewal; a 1-year 
contract allowed for up to four 1-year renewals. If renewals were allowed, a method of 
price adjustment was outlined. Three of the independent districts allowed for contract 
renewals that ranged from one to three renewals.  
All but one cooperative required bidders to provide a system for on-line ordering; 
only one independent purchasing district made such a requirement. Twice as many 
cooperatives (n = 4) as noncooperatives (n = 2) committed a percentage of business to 
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successful bidders with an exclusivity clause. An exclusivity clause in a contract commits a 
guaranteed level of purchases or percentage of business to the successful bidder; this 
assurance is used primarily in prime vendor or bottom-line contracts. Only two independent 
purchasing districts provided such guarantees. Additional information obtained during 
telephone interviews is provided in Appendix D. 
Historical Cost Comparison 
Costs of selected food items in January 2004, 2005, and 2006 were obtained. Some 
participants provided the information over the phone, whereas some preferred to provide 
the data electronically. These items were the same as those in the phase one survey except 
for breakfast cereal. Breakfast cereal was removed due to the limited number of brands and 
national bid allowance programs. Table 8 shows a summary of the cost data. 
Due to the small number of data elements, Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric tests and 
one-way ANOVA were performed. Cooperative members paid significantly less (p < .05) 
for pizza in 2005 and 2006 than nonmember purchasing districts. No other significant 
differences in prices paid for selected items were found between cooperative members and 
those not belonging to a cooperative. 
Increases or decreases in mean price paid for selected items over three years was 
calculated. Table 9 summarizes the changes between 2004 and 2006. The change was 
calculated by determining the difference between mean 2004 and 2006 prices. Percentage 
change was determined by dividing the change in price by the 2004 price. The change in 
price of pizza and french fries was significantly less (p < .05) for cooperative members than 
nonmembers.  
 
55 
Table 8. Mean Prices Paid for Selected Food Items in January 2004, 2005, and 2006a 
 All 
  respondentsb  
Cooperative  
  membersc  
Nonmembers  
  of cooperativesc  
Food item n 
Mean 
price SD n 
Mean 
price SD n 
Mean 
price SD 
Beef patty, per serving 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
 
14 
14 
14 
 
0.24 
0.25 
0.25 
 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.26*
0.27*
0.26*
 
0.06 
0.07 
0.06 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.21 
0.24 
0.24 
 
0.08 
0.10 
0.10 
Chicken nuggets, per 
serving 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
 
 
14 
14 
14 
 
 
0.31 
0.33 
0.33 
 
 
0.11 
0.10 
0.10 
 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
 
0.31*
0.32*
0.32*
 
 
0.07 
0.07 
0.06 
 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
 
0.32 
0.33 
0.35 
 
 
0.13 
0.14 
0.14 
Biscuits, raw frozen, per 
serving 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
 
 
10 
10 
10 
 
 
0.14 
0.15 
0.13 
 
 
0.04 
0.05 
0.03 
 
 
5 
5 
5 
 
 
0.13*
0.14*
0.13*
 
 
0.03 
0.04 
0.04 
 
 
5 
5 
5 
 
 
0.13 
0.14 
0.15 
 
 
0.03 
0.01 
0.03 
Orange juice, 4 oz. serving 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
 
14 
14 
14 
 
0.11 
0.12 
0.13 
 
0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.11*
0.12*
0.12*
 
0.01 
0.01 
0.02 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.11 
0.12 
0.13 
 
0.02 
0.01 
0.02 
Pepperoni pizza, per serving 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
14 
14 
14 
 
0.38 
0.37 
0.38 
 
0.09 
0.10 
0.12 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.33*
0.31*
0.31*
 
0.04 
0.02 
0.03 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
 
0.11 
0.12 
0.13 
Chicken strips, per pound 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
12 
12 
12 
 
2.05 
2.14 
2.09 
 
0.55 
0.63 
0.58 
6 
6 
6 
 
2.30*
2.34*
2.27*
 
0.61 
0.69 
0.58 
 
6 
6 
6 
 
2.05 
2.14 
2.09 
 
0.55 
0.63 
0.58 
French fries, per 30 lb case 
 2004 
 2005 
 2006 
 
 
14 
14 
14 
 
 
12.99 
13.41 
14.84 
 
 
2.86 
3.04 
3.60 
 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
 
13.04*
12.80*
13.21*
 
 
2.47 
3.68 
2.45 
 
 
7 
7 
7 
 
 
12.94 
14.02 
16.47 
 
 
1.29 
0.89 
1.51 
aMean price is in dollars. bn = 14. cn = 7. 
*p < .05 Kruskal-Wallis test. 
 
 Table 9. Changes in Food Prices Between January 2004 and January 2006a 
   All respondents (n = 14)    Cooperatives (n = 7)    Not cooperative member (n = 7) 
 
Mean 
price 
change SD 
% 
changeb SD 
Mean 
price 
change SD 
% 
changeb SD 
Mean 
price 
change SD 
 
% 
changeb SD 
Beef patty  0.02 0.05 11.29 29.48 0.00*        0.01 3.72* 3.69 0.03 0.07 18.86 15.75
Chicken nuggets 0.02 0.03 6.33 10.13 0.01*        
        
        
        
0.01 2.02* 2.95 0.03 0.03 10.65 13.04
Biscuits  0.01 0.13 5.38 12.03 0.00* 0.02 0.07* 14.20 0.01 0.00 10.68 7.33
Orange juice 0.02 0.02 16.37 17.40 0.01* 0.01 8.82* 12.65 0.02 0.02 23.90 19.06
Pepperoni pizza 0.01 0.04 1.92 11.26 -0.02* 0.04 -4.35* 10.73 0.03 0.03 8.18 8.25 
Chicken strips 0.04 0.22 2.26 9.60 -0.03* 0.18 -1.40* 7.23 0.04 0.22 3.53 3.39
French fries 1.85 2.92 15.76 25.94 0.17* 0.58 1.48* 4.33 3.53 0.39 30.03 31.04 
Note. Change in PPI for same period was an increase of 6.07%. 
aMean price change is in dollars. b% difference in price paid (change in mean price ÷ 2004 mean price). 
*p < .05 Mann-Whitney U test. 
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Each month the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) determines the average change in 
selling prices received by domestic producers for their products. These commercial price 
changes are reported as the PPI (U.S. Department of Labor, 2007a). From January 2004 to 
January 2006, the PPI increased 6.07% for processed food (U.S. Department of Labor, 
2007b). Cooperatives maintained a percentage of change less than the 6.07% increase in 
the PPI for all food products except for orange juice. The PPI for orange juice increased 
from 103.4 in 2004 to 138.3 in 2006. This increase of 33.8% over the 3 years was well 
above the 8.8% increase reported by cooperative directors. The percentage increase for 
products purchased by nonmembers of cooperatives was greater then 6.1% for all products 
except chicken strips. For two of the seven products (pepperoni pizza and chicken strips), 
the price paid by cooperatives actually decreased in price from 2004 to 2006. Orange juice 
is a volatile food commodity and is dependent on weather conditions. Extreme conditions, 
including hurricane Katrina, occurred during this period. 
Competitive bidding, especially firm pricing, guarantees school districts prices will 
remain consistent for the terms of the bid (Gunn, 2002). Distributors bidding on line-item 
or firm-price contracts often must bid larger markups to protect themselves from 
unforeseen price increases. Cost-plus-fixed-fee bidding allows vendors to bid competitively 
based on current market prices and protects them from unforeseen price increases, as these 
contracts included escalation/de-escalation clauses. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
In this study, a national sample of public school foodservice program directors 
provided data regarding child nutrition and school district characteristics and point-in-time 
costs of selected food items. Study participants rated their levels of satisfaction with current 
competitive purchasing programs. Historic point-in-time costs for selected food items, 
competitive purchasing requirements, and contract documents were collected from a 
convenience sample of cooperatives and school foodservice directors. A summary of the 
findings and recommendations for future research are presented in this chapter. 
Summary 
Research questions for this study addressed five areas: school district participation 
in foodservice purchasing cooperatives, competitive purchasing practices used by local 
districts and cooperatives, effects of bid administration on cost and school foodservice 
directors’ satisfaction, differences between cooperatives and independent purchasing 
districts related to food cost and director’s satisfaction, and purchasing cooperatives ability 
to contain costs. The summary of the study findings follows this sequence.  
Participation in Purchasing Cooperatives 
One objective of this study was to determine the prevalence of participation in 
school foodservice purchasing cooperatives. Of 371 respondents to a question regarding 
purchasing with other school districts or groups, 48.86% indicated current participation in a 
purchasing cooperative or group. Small school districts were more likely to be members of 
a purchasing cooperative than larger districts, as approximately 73% of all respondents 
indicating membership in a cooperative were from districts with fewer than 5,000 students. 
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Of these respondents, approximately 45% (n = 83) were from districts with student 
populations of 1,000–4,999, and 28% were from districts with fewer than 1,000 students.  
Competitive Purchasing Practices 
The second research question was to determine the extent that line-item, bottom-
line, firm-price, or cost-plus-fixed-fee bid methods were used in school foodservice. This 
study looked at four primary purchasing methods recommended by the National School 
Foodservice Management Institute in their school foodservice purchasing guide First 
Choice (Gunn, 2002). Approximately 25% of respondents indicated they did not know the 
type of purchasing method used in competitive purchasing for the program they manage.  
Of the participants reporting a bid award method (n = 177), significantly more 
respondents (81%, p < .05) reported using line-item bidding than other types of bid 
methods. Sixty-three participants (54%) reported the use of bottom-line bidding. The same 
number of respondents reported using fixed pricing (n = 53) and cost-plus-fixed-fee 
bidding (n = 53). In a 1998 study, USDA reported approximately 42% of districts used 
line-item bidding, 15% used bottom-line bids, and 43% used some other method of 
competitive bidding. Significantly more cooperatives (17.43%, p < .05) used cost-plus 
fixed-fee bidding than other bid methods.  
Influences on Food Cost and Directors’ Satisfaction 
Two research questions were used to determine how cooperative membership and 
bid method affected directors’ satisfaction. One research objective was to determine if bid 
administration or bid method used by purchasing cooperatives affected director’s 
satisfaction and district’s food cost. Significant differences (p < .05) were found between 
bid methods used by cooperatives and director’s satisfaction and food cost. The fourth 
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research question in this study was to compare satisfaction levels of school foodservice 
directors in purchasing cooperative to nonmembers of cooperatives and determine if 
satisfaction ratings were influenced by bid method.  
Directors’ Satisfaction. Directors in cooperatives that used cost-plus-fixed-fee 
rated 11 of the 17 items significantly higher than directors using other bidding methods (p 
< .05). Those factors were food cost, administrative cost, ability to affect purchasing 
decisions, input into development of specifications, and brands bid by vendors. In 
addition, directors in cooperatives also rated higher satisfaction with number of items bid, 
competitive bid method, vendor responsiveness to problems, general satisfaction with 
service, order fill rate, and product substitutions. Directors in cooperatives that used 
bottom-line bid awards were significantly more satisfied (p < .05) with their input into 
specification development and input into contract language than other directors. Directors 
in cooperatives that used firm pricing were less satisfied with vendor responsiveness than 
directors who were not members of a purchasing group. There was no significance in 
satisfaction ratings given by directors in cooperatives that awarded bids using line-bid 
method. There was no significant difference in overall ratings of satisfaction between 
directors who were members of a cooperative and respondents not belonging to a 
cooperative. 
Directors who were not members of cooperatives and used line-item bidding gave 
significantly higher (p < .05) satisfaction ratings for their ability to affect purchasing 
decisions, input into specification development, input into contract language, and frequency 
of delivery. There wase no significant difference in overall satisfaction rating between 
cooperative members and nonmembers who used other types of competitive bid methods. 
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This study found all school foodservice directors reported satisfaction with their current 
purchasing methods, as all mean satisfaction ratings were greater than 3.5 on a 5 point scale 
with 1 = very unsatisfied and 5 = very satisfied. 
Food Cost. Cooperative members paid significantly less (p < .05) for orange juice, 
breakfast cereal, and french fries than nonmembers. Bid method had a limited effect on 
costs reported by school foodservice directors in cooperatives for selected food items. Cost 
of french fries was significantly lower for cooperatives using cost-plus-fixed-fee bids than 
for those using other types of bid methods. No significant differences (p < .05) in food 
prices for line-item, bottom-line, or firm-price bid methods were reported. Directors who 
were members of a cooperative that used bottom-line bidding reported significantly (p < 
.05) lower prices for orange juice and french fries. Cooperative members using cost-plus-
fixed-fee bid pricing also reported a significantly lower price (p < .05) for french fries. No 
significant differences were found between cooperative members and nonmembers who 
used line-item or firm-price bidding. 
Cost Containment  
The final research question was to determine if purchasing cooperative membership 
resulted in greater cost containment of prices paid by school districts for selected food 
items than nonmembership. The mean percentage change in the price cooperatives paid 
was significantly less (p < .05) than the percentage change in the PPI for five of seven 
items. Significance was determined using Mann-Whitney U test. Cooperatives’ percentage 
change in mean price paid for selected items ranged from 4.35% to 8.82%. Orange juice 
was the only item price that changed more than the PPI. Upon further investigation, the PPI 
specific to orange juice increased 33.75%, significantly more than the percentage change 
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(8.82%) experienced by cooperatives. No prices from nonmembers of cooperatives were 
significantly lower than the PPI.  
A content review of contract documents obtained from 7 cooperatives and 7 
districts purchasing independently resulted in identification of 30 elements in bid requests 
for proposals and contracts. Of the 30 elements, only 9 were common to all documents. 
Contract documents of cooperatives appeared to be more detailed. Contract terms in 
cooperative contracts that were not in district contracts were fuel or delivery fee 
adjustments, product advisory committees, and buyer-distributor expectations. 
Recommendations 
Findings from this study indicate increased membership in purchasing cooperatives 
from reports issued about 10 years ago, yet additional research is needed to verify this 
growing trend. Further, research is also needed to determine what factors influence 
competitive bid methodology decisions and reasons school foodservice directors, both 
cooperative members and nonmembers, were not aware of competitive bid methods used in 
their district or cooperative. 
More in-depth research is needed regarding foodservice directors’ levels of 
satisfaction and to determine if a relationship exists between bid requirements and bid 
price. For example, it was noted that two cooperatives required vendor fees. These two 
cooperatives also had higher prices for some items. It would be important to know to what 
extent vendor fees are passed along to school districts in the form of higher bid pricing. 
Additional research in school foodservice is needed to determine the factors in 
competitive purchasing that influence price. Many pre-prepared products specifically 
formulated for the child nutrition market are available for purchase from a limited number 
 
 63
of manufacturers. It would be important to study the effects of these products on bid 
pricing. Some manufacturers have national bid discount pricing programs. It would also be 
important to determine if these programs diminish the effect of competitive bids. It would 
be important to understand how USDA commodity programs, such as net off invoice and 
commodity delivery by distributors, influence bid pricing. It is also important to know how 
regional differences affect bid pricing. 
Recommendations for further research also include the development of a selection 
criteria model to aid school foodservice directors with bid method selection. A similar 
model is needed to assist in studying the feasibility of joining a purchasing cooperative. 
Research should address what inputs are important, such as district size, location, number 
of active bidders, ability to attract new vendors, and number of items bid. The need for 
additional empirical evidence to provide data from a representative sample of school 
foodservice directors is needed to assist in decision-making about purchasing methods at 
the district level.  
Wise decision-making when purchasing is important in school foodservices 
because of the impact on other aspects of the foodservice operation. Decisions regarding 
purchasing by school foodservice directors can have a great impact on food quality (Gunn, 
2002). Wise decisions regarding purchasing are also important because of the amount of 
public dollars school foodservice directors use in this function. In 2005, primary and 
secondary schools spent $7.2 billion on food purchases, representing 4.4% of total 
foodservice purchasing and 15% of non-commercial foodservice purchases (SNA, 2006). 
Guidance in making wise purchasing decisions may also influence the willingness of 
qualified individuals to work in school foodservices, as the school food authority (often the 
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foodservice director) is legally responsible for compliance with procurement guidelines 
established by the USDA CNP.  
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APPENDIX B. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
April 5, 2007 
Dear Foodservice Director,  
A few day from now you will receive an email request to complete an online questionnaire 
for a research project I am conducting.  Your participation in the project is strictly 
voluntary. 
It concerns school foodservice purchasing and your feelings about your current purchasing 
methods. 
I am writing in advance because we have found many people like to know ahead of time 
that they will be contacted.  The study is important to document current purchasing 
practices and determine what factors are important to school foodservice directors. 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  It is only with the generous help of people like 
you that my research can be successful. 
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and 
Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
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April 12, 2007 
 
Dear School Foodservice Director: 
Procurement is one management function that can have a great impact on cost of 
food purchased for school meal programs.  It is important to know how different types of 
purchasing methods can influence prices paid for food items.  Purchasing cooperatives 
have been one avenue for school districts to increase purchasing power and thus, lower 
food costs.  I am a foodservice director in Kentucky and currently pursuing a Ph.D. from 
Iowa State.  For my dissertation, I am researching group purchasing initiatives used in 
school districts across the United States.  I also intend to determine school foodservice 
directors' perceptions of their current method of food purchasing.  You have been randomly 
selected from a list of school foodservice directors to participate in the study.   
I need your help!  Would you please complete the on-line questionnaire by April 
26, 2007.  Your input is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of purchasing methods and/or 
purchasing cooperatives.  The estimated time for completion is less than 30 minutes to 
complete no more than 20 questions.  There is minimal risk that injury will result from 
participation in the project.  You may skip any question you do not feel comfortable 
answering.  All data collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form only.  
Participation in this study is voluntary. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a voluntary participant in this 
research project or any concerns about a research related injury, please contact the Human 
Subjects Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-4566; or 
the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, 
Iowa State University, 515-294-3315.   
Please access the on-line survey at [SurveyLink].  If you need assistance with 
accessing the survey or need further instructions please contact me at the address below.  
Contact information for my research advisor is also listed. 
Thanks so much for your assistance.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and 
Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.. [RemoveLink]
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April 19, 2005 
Dear Foodservice Director 
Last week an email was sent to you requesting your participation in a study regarding 
school foodservice purchasing.  If you have already completed the on-line questionnaire, 
please accept my sincere thanks.  If you have not completed the survey I would appreciate 
your taking the time to do so today.  Please access the on-line survey at [SurveyLink].   
Procurement is one management function that can have a great impact on cost of 
food purchased for school meal programs.  It is important to know how different types of 
purchasing methods can influence prices paid for food items.  Purchasing cooperatives 
have been one avenue for school districts to increase purchasing power and thus, lower 
food costs.  I am a foodservice director in Kentucky and currently pursuing a Ph.D. from 
Iowa State.  For my dissertation, I am researching group purchasing initiatives used in 
school districts across the United States.  I also intend to determine school foodservice 
directors' perceptions of their current method of food purchasing.  You have been randomly 
selected from a list of school foodservice directors to participate in the study.   
Your input is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of purchasing methods and/or 
purchasing cooperatives.  The estimated time for completion is less than 30 minutes to 
complete no more than 20 questions.  There is minimal risk that injury will result from 
participation in the project.  You may skip any question you do not feel comfortable 
answering.  All data collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form only.  
Participation in this study is voluntary. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research project 
or any concerns about a research related injury, please contact the Human Subjects 
Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-4566; or the 
Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, 
Iowa State University, 515-294-3315.   
If you need assistance with accessing the survey or need further instructions please 
contact me at the address below.  Contact information for my research advisor is also listed. 
Thanks so much for your assistance.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and 
Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.. [RemoveLink] 
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April 25, 2007 
Almost three weeks ago I sent you a request to complete a on-line survey that asked 
your opinion about your current purchasing practices.  To the best of my knowledge it has 
not been completed.  I am writing again because of the importance that your opinion and 
information be included in the study.  Please take the time to complete the survey using this 
linke [Survey Link] 
Procurement is one management function that can have a great impact on cost of 
food purchased for school meal programs.  It is important to know how different types of 
purchasing methods can influence prices paid for food items.  Purchasing cooperatives 
have been one avenue for school districts to increase purchasing power and thus, lower 
food costs.  I am a foodservice director in Kentucky and currently pursuing a Ph.D. from 
Iowa State.  For my dissertation, I am researching group purchasing initiatives used in 
school districts across the United States.  I also intend to determine school foodservice 
directors' perceptions of their current method of food purchasing.  You have been randomly 
selected from a list of school foodservice directors to participate in the study.   
Your input is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of purchasing methods and/or 
purchasing cooperatives.  The estimated time for completion is less than 30 minutes to 
complete no more than 20 questions.  There is minimal risk that injury will result from 
participation in the project.  You may skip any question you do not feel comfortable 
answering.  All data collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form only.  
Participation in this study is voluntary. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research project 
or any concerns about a research related injury, please contact the Human Subjects 
Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-4566; or the 
Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, 
Iowa State University, 515-294-3315.   
If you need assistance with accessing the survey or need further instructions please 
contact me at the address below.  Contact information for my research advisor is also listed. 
Thanks so much for your assistance.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and 
Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.. [RemoveLink] 
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May 20, 2007 
Dear Foodservice Director,  
Thank you for your participation in the school foodservice purchasing survey.  I appreciate 
your taking time out of your busy schedule to provide me with needed information. 
Please use the link below if you would like to view the survey results. 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/Report.asp?U=255976682143 .  
Again, thank you for your time and consideration. 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and 
Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
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  School Foodservice Purchasing Survey Exit this survey >> 
 
 
Thank you for accessing the survey. The estimated time to complete a 
maximum of 20 questions is less than 30 minutes. You will need 
January 2007 food pricing in order to complete the survey. There is 
minimal risk that injury will result from participation in the project. You 
may skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering. All data 
collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form only. 
Participation in this study is voluntary. 
 
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or 
research-related injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 
294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, (515) 294-3115, Office of 
Research Assurances, 1138 Pearson Hall, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa 50011.  
 
Thank you so much for your assistance. Your participation is greatly 
appreciated.  
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and Lodging Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CFSP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist Hotel, Restaurant 
and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
 
 
 
 Next >>
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  Purchasing Satisfaction Exit this survey >> 
 
1. What is your level of satisfaction with savings that resulted from your current 
purchasing method in the area of: 
 
     
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied   
Very 
Dissatisfied
 Food Cost          
 
Administrative 
Cost   
         
 
2. What is your level of satisfaction with the amount of input you have into 
your current competitive purchasing arrangement? 
     
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied   
Very 
Dissatisfied
 
Ability to affect 
purchasing 
decisions  
 
    
  
 
 
Input into 
specification 
development  
 
    
  
 
 
Input into 
contract 
language  
 
    
  
 
 
Input regarding 
purchasing 
decisions  
 
    
  
 
  
 
3. Please indicate your overall satisfaction level with 
 
     
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied   
Very 
Dissatisfied
 
Brands bid by 
v  
       endor(s)   
 
Number of items 
bid   
       
 
Competitive bid 
method (line item, 
fixed fee, lump 
sum, etc.)   
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4. When thinking about the service provided by your current food 
vendor(s) what is your level of satisfactio ith  n w
     
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied   
Very 
Dissatisfied
 
Problem 
resolution by 
vendors  
 
    
  
 
 
Vendor 
responsiveness 
to your 
problems  
 
    
  
 
 
General 
satisfaction 
with vendor 
service  
 
    
  
 
  
 
5. How satisfied are you with the way products are delivered to your 
school sites? 
     
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied   
Very 
Dissatisfied
 
Time of 
delivery   
       
 
Frequency of 
delivery   
       
 
Order fill 
rate   
       
 
Product 
substitutions   
       
 
General 
satisfaction 
with delivery  
 
    
  
 
  
 
 
 << Prev Next >>
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  Pricing Survey Exit this survey >> 
 
 
The following products are foods commonly used in school foodservice. 
Please provide the price you paid for each product in January 2007. 
The price is requested by portion, pound, or case as listed in the 
description. Leave blank the space by any product that is not currently 
purchased.  
 
 
   6. W the following? hat was the January 2007 price you paid for 
Charbroiled Beef Patty with TVP, CN label for 2 
oz. meat/meat alternate, - price per patty   
Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. 
meat/meat alternate, - price per serving   
Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25 oz., - price per serving   
100% Pure Orange Juice, 4 oz. serving, - price 
per serving   
Pepperoni Wedge Pizza, - price per serving   
Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1 oz. bowl pack, - average 
price per serving   
Breaded Chicken Strip, natural blend meat, - price 
per pound   
French Fries, thin cut, - price per 30 lb. case     
 << Prev Next >>
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  Competitive Purchasing Exit this survey >> 
 
 7. What bid method was used to award your current competitive bid? 
(Check all that apply) 
 Line Item   Firm Price Bottom Line
Cost Plus 
Fixed Fee   
Do not 
know 
            
 
 8. Do you purchase food with other school districts as part of a formal 
group purchasing arrangement, cooperative, or other type of buying 
group? 
  YES 
 
  NO   
<< Prev Next >>
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  Group Purchasing Information Exit this survey >>
 
 
   9. What is the name of the purchasing cooperative or buying group 
used by your district for bidding foods other than milk, bread, or 
produce? 
   
 
   10. What is the contact person's name for the purchasing cooperative 
or buying group listed in question 9? 
   
 
   11. What is the phone number for the purchasing cooperative or 
buying group contact person listed in question 10? 
   
 
   12. What is the email address for the purchasing cooperative or 
buying group contact person listed in question 10? 
   
 
 
  
13. What was your motivation for entering into a group purchasing 
arrangement?  
Please indicate your top three reasons for joining a cooperative or 
buying group.  
Rank you top three reasons in 1, 2, 3 order with 1 being the primary or 
most important reason.  
    1 2 3 
 Lower food cost     
 Save staff time     
 Regulation compliance     
 Greater competition by vendors    
 State agency recommendation    
 Less paper work     
 Vendor recommendation     
 Increase the number of bidders    
 State agency administered     
 Decision made by others       
 
<< Prev Next >>
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  Demographic Information Exit this survey >> 
 
 Please tell me about your district and foodservice operation.  
 
   14. Please provide district daily averages for the following: 
Lunch participation   
Breakfast participation  
Other student meal participation  
Catered meals counts   
After school snacks counts  
A la carte sales in dollars    
 
   15. What is your state?
  
 
   16 ny ol d. How ma  students are in your scho istrict?
Less than 
1,000 1,000 - 4,999 5,000 - 9,999
10,000-
24,999 
more than 
25,000 
       
 
   1  Ho r fo ation managed?7. w is you odservice oper
 Self Op   
Contract 
Management
       
 
   18. What is the total number of school buildings in your school 
district? 
   
 
   19. What is the number of school buildings in your district 
participating in the federal Child Nutrition Program? 
   
 
    20. What is the number of schools in your school district that do NOT 
offer or serve meals to stud ents? 
   
<< Prev Next >>
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  Thank you for your cooperation and participation Exit this survey >> 
 
If you would like a copy of the study results please send an email to 
beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us
 
 
 
 
<< Prev Done >>
 
 
 
 
Note: From http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurveys.asp?Rnd=0.9886743 .by R. Finley, 
2006 Portland Oregon. Copyright 1996-2006 by SurveyMonkey.com Corporation.  Reprinted 
with permission. 
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From:  "SurveyMonkey Support" <support@surveymonkey.com> Add to Address Book
Date:  2007/05/16 Wed PM 10:30:36 CDT 
To:  danricefarms@bellsouth.net 
Subject:  Permission to copy survey [Incident: 070516-000240]  
 
 
 
 
Recently you requested personal assistance from our on-line support center. Below is a summary of your request and 
our response. 
If this issue is not resolved to your satisfaction, you may update it within the next 7 days. 
Thank you for allowing us to be of service to you. 
To update this question, please click here.  
Note: Please do not reply via email. Click the link above to reply. 
 Subject 
Permission to copy survey 
 Discussion Thread 
 Response (Chris Finley) 05/16/2007 08:30 PM
Beth, 
You have our permission to use your survey for publishing your dissertation. 
 Customer (Beth Rice) 05/16/2007 08:13 PM
I understand the information is copy write protected.  
I want to include a copy of the survey I sent using SurveyMonkey in my dissertation. 
How do I go about getting permission to place a copy of the survey I created in 
SurveyMonkey in my publication.  
I would like for someone reading my dissertation to see as closely as possible what the 
survey participants saw when they completed the survey. 
 Response (Veronica Kelly) 05/16/2007 02:40 PM
Beth, 
Please note that all material is copyright and trademark protected. 
All title and copyrights in and to the Software are owned by SurveyMonkey.com. All 
title and intellectual property rights in and to the content which may be accessed 
through use of the Software Application Services is the property of the respective 
content owner and also may be protected by applicable copyright or other intellectual 
property laws and treaties. 
When referencing Surveymonkey.com in a periodical please include the following: 
Company: SurveyMonkey.com 
Location: Portland, Oregon USA 
Author/Owner: Ryan Finley 
 Customer (Beth Rice) 05/16/2007 02:30 PM
I am writing a dissertation and have used SurveyMonkey to collect my research data. I 
would like permission to copy from the survey preview and paste it into my dissertation. 
It will be used as an appendix. 
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May 1, 2007 
Dear Purchasing Cooperative Director: 
Procurement is one management function that can have a great impact on cost of food 
purchased for school meal programs.  It is important to know how different types of purchasing 
methods can influence prices paid for food items.  Purchasing cooperatives have been one avenue 
for school districts to increase purchasing power and thus, lower food costs.  I am a foodservice 
director in Kentucky and currently pursuing a Ph.D. from Iowa State.  For my dissertation, I am 
researching group-purchasing initiatives used in school districts across the United States.  I also 
intend to determine school foodservice director’s satisfaction with their current method of food 
purchasing.  
Your cooperative has been selected based on information provided by a member of your 
cooperative.  I need your help!  I would like to contact you by phone in the next two weeks to 
conduct a short interview.  Please say yes!  Your input in needed to evaluate the effectiveness of 
group purchasing initiatives.  I would appreciate your replying to this email regarding a convenient 
time for me to talk with you.  The estimated time for completion is 30 minutes and there is minimal 
risk that injury will result from participation in the project.  You may skip any question you do not 
feel comfortable answering.  All data collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form 
only.  Participation in this study is voluntary. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a voluntary participant in this research 
project or any concerns about a research related injury, please contact the Human Subjects Research 
Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-4566; or the Research Compliance 
Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-
3315.  Contact information for my research advisor is also listed. 
Thanks so much for your assistance.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and Lodging 
Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
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May 1, 2007 
Dear Foodservice Director: 
Thank you for the information you provided regarding school foodservice purchasing in 
your school district.  Procurement is one management function that can have a great impact on cost 
of food purchased for school meal programs.  It is important to know how different types of 
purchasing methods can influence prices paid for food items.  Purchasing cooperatives have been 
one avenue for school districts to increase purchasing power and thus, lower food costs.  I am a 
foodservice director in Kentucky and currently pursuing a Ph.D. from Iowa State.  For my 
dissertation, I am researching group-purchasing initiatives used in school districts across the United 
States as compared to independent purchasing districts.  I also intend to determine school 
foodservice director’s satisfaction with their current method of food purchasing.  
You have been selected based on information you provided on a previous survey.  I need 
your help!  I would like to contact you by phone in the next two weeks to conduct a short interview.  
Please say yes!  Your input in needed to evaluate the effectiveness of group purchasing initiatives.  I 
would appreciate your replying to this email regarding a convenient time for me to talk with you.  
The estimated time for completion is 30 minutes and there is minimal risk that injury will result 
from participation in the project.  You may skip any question you do not feel comfortable 
answering.  All data collected will be kept confidential and used in summary form only.  
Participation in this study is voluntary. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a voluntary participant in this research 
project or any concerns about a research related injury, please contact the Human Subjects Research 
Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-4566; or the Research Compliance 
Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State University, 515-294-
3315.  Contact information for my research advisor is also listed. 
Thanks so much for your assistance.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
Sincerely, 
Beth W. Rice, MS. RD, SFNS 
PhD Candidate, Foodservice and Lodging 
Management 
164 Swan Burrus Road 
Hickman, KY 42050 
Phone 270-236-3923 x 4400 
Email: beth.rice@fulton.kyschools.us 
Catherine Strohbehn, PhD, RD, CSFP 
Adjunct Associate Professor/Extension Specialist 
Hotel, Restaurant and Institution Management 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA  50011 
Phone 515-294-3527 
Email: cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
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PHONE SURVEY 
Cooperative/District ID: 
Interview Date:     
Email Address: 
 
How many school districts are in your cooperative/district?  ___________________ 
  Number of schools____________ 
 # Students_________________ 
  Number of drops per week?  _______________ 
 
What was the total dollar for food purchases made by your organization last 
school year (2005‐2006)?  ______________ 
 
What is the average meal equivalents served in your cooperative/district?   
Per Day _______2005‐2006 school year?  ________ School Days per year_________ 
 
How often do you bid?  _____________   
Is your contract renewable Yes NO  How Long?  ______ 
What method do you use to award the bid?  _________________________________ 
Do you select a prime vendor?  YES NO 
How do you determine what items are to be bid?  ___________________________ 
Do you negotiate contracts directly with manufacturers?  ______________  
Percentage of items__________________ 
Employees for food service bid?  Full Time__________  Part time?  ____________ 
Are vendor required to deliver to  
all  schools    district  central  warehouse        cooperative  warehouse?  
Other___________ 
 
Coop Only 
What is the cost per district to belong to the cooperative?  ____________________ 
 
What are your requirements for purchasing compliance?  ___________________ 
 
Do members have to sign a compliance contract?  YES NO Is it enforced.  YES NO 
 
Does your contract include distribution of USDA commodities?    YES NO 
Annual Cooperative Budget?  ______________________________ 
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Membership Requirements? _______________________________ 
 
Does  the  cooperative  provide  other  services  to  the  school  district  besides 
foodservice purchasing? 
__________________ 
 
How is your cooperative governed? 
 
 
FOOD PRICE SURVEY 
 
COOP ID  January 
2006 
January 
2005 
January 
2004 
Charbroiled Beef Pattie +VVP 
CN = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate 
Price per serving 
     
Breaded Chicken Nuggets 5/6 = 2 oz 
Price per serving 
     
Biscuits, Raw Frozen 2.25 oz  
Price per serving 
     
1 oz. Breaded Chicken Strip price/lb.        
Pizza 4x6 Pepperoni per 5.75 oz. 
CN label, Price per serving 
     
100% Juice Orange 4 oz serving       
French Fries ¼” shoestring per 30# case.       
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APPENDIX C. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
SPSS Output 
Competitive Purchasing Practices 
ANOVA
.000 1 .000 .000 1.000
79.632 368 .216
79.632 369
.132 1 .132 1.076 .300
45.276 368 .123
45.408 369
.043 1 .043 .301 .584
52.886 368 .144
52.930 369
1.430 1 1.430 11.590 .001
45.395 368 .123
46.824 369
.003 1 .003 .995 .319
.995 369 .003
.997 370
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Line Item
Firm Price
Bottom Line
Cost Plus Fixed Fee
Do not know
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Foodservice Director Satisfaction -  Cooperative/Non-Cooperative  
 ANOVA 
    
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Food Cost Between Groups .143 1 .143 .262 .610
  Within Groups 98.077 180 .545   
  Total 98.220 181     
Administrative Cost Between Groups .506 1 .506 .824 .365
  Within Groups 104.488 170 .615   
  Total 104.994 171     
Ability to affect purchasing 
decisions Between Groups .386 1 .386 .605 .438
  Within Groups 116.049 182 .638   
  Total 116.435 183     
Input into specification 
development Between Groups .339 1 .339 .496 .482
  Within Groups 121.639 178 .683   
  Total 121.978 179     
Input into contract language Between Groups .137 1 .137 .201 .654
  Within Groups 119.616 176 .680   
  Total 119.753 177     
Input regarding purchasing 
decisions Between Groups .013 1 .013 .023 .881
  Within Groups 99.619 177 .563   
  Total 99.631 178     
Brands bid by vendor(s) Between Groups .014 1 .014 .035 .851
  Within Groups 73.756 181 .407   
  Total 73.770 182     
Number of items bid Between Groups .938 1 .938 1.689 .195
  Within Groups 100.012 180 .556   
  Total 100.951 181     
Competitive bid method (line 
item, fixed fee, lump sum, etc.) Between Groups 1.776 1 1.776 3.073 .081
  Within Groups 103.429 179 .578   
  Total 105.204 180     
Problem resolution by vendors Between Groups .147 1 .147 .272 .602
  Within Groups 98.470 183 .538   
  Total 98.616 184     
Vendor responsiveness to your 
problems Between Groups .014 1 .014 .024 .877
  Within Groups 103.416 182 .568   
  Total 103.429 183     
General satisfaction with 
vendor service Between Groups .027 1 .027 .063 .802
  Within Groups 76.347 180 .424   
  Total 76.374 181     
Time of delivery Between Groups .774 1 .774 .747 .389
  Within Groups 189.572 183 1.036   
  Total 190.346 184     
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Foodservice Director Satisfaction -  Cooperative/Non-Cooperative Continued 
    
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Frequency of delivery Between Groups .842 1 .842 2.197 .140
  Within Groups 69.761 182 .383   
  Total 70.603 183     
Order fill rate Between Groups .191 1 .191 .331 .566
  Within Groups 105.412 182 .579   
  Total 105.603 183     
Product substitutions Between Groups .688 1 .688 .735 .392
  Within Groups 170.177 182 .935   
  Total 170.864 183     
General satisfaction with 
delivery Between Groups .567 1 .567 1.194 .276
  Within Groups 85.046 179 .475   
  Total 85.613 180     
ANOVA
.026 1 .026 2.206 .139
2.491 213 .012
2.517 214
.023 1 .023 .796 .373
6.705 237 .028
6.727 238
.000 1 .000 .047 .829
.299 154 .002
.299 155
.023 1 .023 4.247 .040
1.369 252 .005
1.393 253
.008 1 .008 .796 .373
1.896 183 .010
1.904 184
.032 1 .032 6.070 .014
1.296 243 .005
1.328 244
1.466 1 1.466 1.266 .262
158.668 137 1.158
160.134 138
215.242 1 215.242 6.181 .014
7416.872 213 34.821
7632.114 214
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Charbroiled Beef Patty
with TVP, CN label for 2
oz. meat/meat alternate,
- price per patty
Breaded Chicken
Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2
oz. meat/meat alternate, 
- price per serving
Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25
oz.,  - price per serving
100% Pure Orange
Juice, 4 oz. serving, -
price per serving
Pepperoni Wedge Pizza,
- price per serving
Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1
oz. bowl pack,  - average
price per serving
Breaded Chicken Strip,
natural blend meat,  -
price per pound
French Fries, thin cut,  -
price per 30 lb. case
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Food Cost 
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Effect of Bid Method on Director Satisfaction and Food Cost 
Line Item 
 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Food Cost 
Dependent Variable: Charbroiled Beef Patty with TVP, CN label for 2 oz. meat/meat alternate, - price per patty  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .073(b) 3 .024 2.121 .099 .029 6.364 .536
Intercept 15.101 1 15.101 1315.105 .000 .862 1315.105 1.000
Coopmembership .033 1 .033 2.833 .094 .013 2.833 .388
LineItem .042 1 .042 3.694 .056 .017 3.694 .481
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 
2.14E-
005 1
2.14E-
005 .002 .966 .000 .002 .050
Error 2.411 210 .011       
Total 19.248 214        
Corrected Total 2.484 213        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared = .016) 
 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .128(b) 3 .043 1.513 .212 .019 4.539 .397
Intercept 21.402 1 21.402 760.607 .000 .765 760.607 1.000
Coopmembership .055 1 .055 1.954 .163 .008 1.954 .285
LineItem .071 1 .071 2.516 .114 .011 2.516 .352
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .033 1 .033 1.175 .279 .005 1.175 .191
Error 6.584 234 .028       
Total 31.681 238        
Corrected Total 6.712 237        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = .006) 
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Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .128(b) 3 .043 1.513 .212 .019 4.539 .397
Intercept 21.402 1 21.402 760.607 .000 .765 760.607 1.000
Coopmembership .055 1 .055 1.954 .163 .008 1.954 .285
LineItem .071 1 .071 2.516 .114 .011 2.516 .352
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .033 1 .033 1.175 .279 .005 1.175 .191
Error 6.584 234 .028       
Total 31.681 238        
Corrected Total 6.712 237        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = .006) 
 
Dependent Variable: Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25 oz.,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .002(b) 3 .001 .410 .746 .008 1.229 .130
Intercept 3.027 1 3.027 1552.483 .000 .911 1552.483 1.000
Coopmembership 1.94E-
006 1
1.94E-
006 .001 .975 .000 .001 .050
LineItem .000 1 .000 .167 .684 .001 .167 .069
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .002 1 .002 1.040 .309 .007 1.040 .173
Error .296 152 .002       
Total 3.622 156        
Corrected Total .299 155        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = -.012) 
 
Dependent Variable: 100% Pure Orange Juice, 4 oz. serving, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .044(b) 3 .015 2.724 .045 .032 8.173 .657
Intercept 5.690 1 5.690 1054.308 .000 .809 1054.308 1.000
Coopmembership .018 1 .018 3.312 .070 .013 3.312 .442
LineItem .011 1 .011 2.112 .147 .008 2.112 .305
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .008 1 .008 1.518 .219 .006 1.518 .233
Error 1.344 249 .005       
Total 7.719 253        
Corrected Total 1.388 252        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .032 (Adjusted R Squared = .020) 
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Dependent Variable: Pepperoni Wedge Pizza, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .012(b) 3 .004 .380 .768 .006 1.140 .124
Intercept 29.939 1 29.939 2864.003 .000 .941 2864.003 1.000
Coopmembership .011 1 .011 1.024 .313 .006 1.024 .172
LineItem 5.60E-
005 1
5.60E-
005 .005 .942 .000 .005 .051
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .004 1 .004 .338 .562 .002 .338 .089
Error 1.892 181 .010       
Total 35.539 185        
Corrected Total 1.904 184        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .006 (Adjusted R Squared = -.010) 
 
Dependent Variable: Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1 oz. bowl pack,  - average price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .053(b) 3 .018 3.318 .021 .040 9.955 .751
Intercept 11.768 1 11.768 2220.331 .000 .902 2220.331 1.000
Coopmembership .025 1 .025 4.645 .032 .019 4.645 .574
LineItem .007 1 .007 1.288 .258 .005 1.288 .204
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .012 1 .012 2.207 .139 .009 2.207 .316
Error 1.272 240 .005       
Total 14.201 244        
Corrected Total 1.325 243        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .040 (Adjusted R Squared = .028) 
 
Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Strip, natural blend meat,  - price per pound  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.166(b) 3 1.055 .908 .439 .020 2.723 .245
Intercept 425.703 1 425.703 366.124 .000 .731 366.124 1.000
Coopmembership 2.133 1 2.133 1.834 .178 .013 1.834 .270
LineItem 1.480 1 1.480 1.273 .261 .009 1.273 .202
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .239 1 .239 .205 .651 .002 .205 .073
Error 156.968 135 1.163       
Total 657.733 139        
Corrected Total 160.134 138        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .020 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
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Dependent Variable: French Fries, thin cut,  - price per 30 lb. case  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 242.295(b) 3 80.765 2.306 .078 .032 6.918 .575
Intercept 49367.349 1 49367.349 1409.576 .000 .870 1409.576 1.000
Coopmembership 220.968 1 220.968 6.309 .013 .029 6.309 .706
LineItem 12.070 1 12.070 .345 .558 .002 .345 .090
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 16.036 1 16.036 .458 .499 .002 .458 .103
Error 7389.819 211 35.023       
Total 63534.667 215        
Corrected Total 7632.114 214        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .032 (Adjusted R Squared = .018) 
 
 
Director Satisfaction 
Dependent Variable: Food Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.058(b) 3 .686 1.359 .255 .011 4.077 .361
Intercept 5103.367 1 5103.367 10113.039 .000 .966 10113.039 1.000
Coopmembership 1.691 1 1.691 3.350 .068 .009 3.350 .447
LineItem .191 1 .191 .379 .539 .001 .379 .094
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .009 1 .009 .019 .892 .000 .019 .052
Error 181.668 360 .505       
Total 6088.000 364        
Corrected Total 183.725 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .003) 
 
Dependent Variable: Administrative Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.291(b) 3 1.097 1.812 .145 .016 5.435 .470
Intercept 4533.069 1 4533.069 7485.330 .000 .957 7485.330 1.000
Coopmembership 2.464 1 2.464 4.069 .044 .012 4.069 .521
LineItem .703 1 .703 1.161 .282 .003 1.161 .189
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .029 1 .029 .047 .828 .000 .047 .055
Error 202.874 335 .606       
Total 5385.000 339        
Corrected Total 206.165 338        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = .007) 
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Dependent Variable: Ability to affect purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 9.276(b) 3 3.092 5.288 .001 .042 15.864 .929
Intercept 5656.265 1 5656.265 9673.739 .000 .964 9673.739 1.000
Coopmembership .601 1 .601 1.028 .311 .003 1.028 .173
LineItem 6.494 1 6.494 11.106 .001 .030 11.106 .914
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 2.801 1 2.801 4.791 .029 .013 4.791 .588
Error 209.324 358 .585       
Total 6559.000 362        
Corrected Total 218.599 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .042 (Adjusted R Squared = .034) 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into specification development  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 16.291(b) 3 5.430 8.264 .000 .067 24.793 .992
Intercept 5004.627 1 5004.627 7616.765 .000 .957 7616.765 1.000
Coopmembership .799 1 .799 1.216 .271 .004 1.216 .196
LineItem 10.658 1 10.658 16.221 .000 .045 16.221 .980
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 6.010 1 6.010 9.146 .003 .026 9.146 .854
Error 226.684 345 .657       
Total 5803.000 349        
Corrected Total 242.974 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .067 (Adjusted R Squared = .059) 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into specification development  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 16.291(b) 3 5.430 8.264 .000 .067 24.793 .992
Intercept 5004.627 1 5004.627 7616.765 .000 .957 7616.765 1.000
Coopmembership .799 1 .799 1.216 .271 .004 1.216 .196
LineItem 10.658 1 10.658 16.221 .000 .045 16.221 .980
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 6.010 1 6.010 9.146 .003 .026 9.146 .854
Error 226.684 345 .657       
Total 5803.000 349        
Corrected Total 242.974 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .067 (Adjusted R Squared = .059) 
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Dependent Variable: Input into contract language  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 19.677(b) 3 6.559 10.084 .000 .081 30.251 .998
Intercept 4717.611 1 4717.611 7252.508 .000 .955 7252.508 1.000
Coopmembership .710 1 .710 1.091 .297 .003 1.091 .181
LineItem 11.601 1 11.601 17.834 .000 .050 17.834 .988
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 8.331 1 8.331 12.808 .000 .036 12.808 .946
Error 222.464 342 .650       
Total 5455.000 346        
Corrected Total 242.142 345        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .081 (Adjusted R Squared = .073) 
 
Dependent Variable: Input regarding purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 8.446(b) 3 2.815 4.892 .002 .041 14.677 .907
Intercept 5406.278 1 5406.278 9394.424 .000 .965 9394.424 1.000
Coopmembership .663 1 .663 1.152 .284 .003 1.152 .188
LineItem 3.944 1 3.944 6.853 .009 .019 6.853 .742
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 4.597 1 4.597 7.989 .005 .023 7.989 .805
Error 198.540 345 .575       
Total 6298.000 349        
Corrected Total 206.986 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .041 (Adjusted R Squared = .032) 
 
Dependent Variable: Brands bid by vendor(s)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.011(b) 3 1.004 2.203 .087 .019 6.610 .557
Intercept 4988.616 1 4988.616 10950.620 .000 .969 10950.620 1.000
Coopmembership 1.741 1 1.741 3.822 .051 .011 3.822 .496
LineItem .153 1 .153 .336 .562 .001 .336 .089
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .313 1 .313 .686 .408 .002 .686 .131
Error 158.989 349 .456       
Total 5810.000 353        
Corrected Total 162.000 352        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = .010) 
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Dependent Variable: Number of items bid  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 5.838(b) 3 1.946 3.783 .011 .032 11.349 .812
Intercept 4974.488 1 4974.488 9670.628 .000 .965 9670.628 1.000
Coopmembership .266 1 .266 .517 .473 .001 .517 .111
LineItem 4.662 1 4.662 9.064 .003 .026 9.064 .851
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .640 1 .640 1.244 .266 .004 1.244 .199
Error 177.979 346 .514       
Total 5720.000 350        
Corrected Total 183.817 349        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .032 (Adjusted R Squared = .023) 
 
Dependent Variable: Competitive bid method (line item, fixed fee, lump sum, etc.)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 9.434(b) 3 3.145 5.327 .001 .044 15.980 .931
Intercept 4902.971 1 4902.971 8305.181 .000 .960 8305.181 1.000
Coopmembership 3.366 1 3.366 5.701 .017 .016 5.701 .663
LineItem 5.231 1 5.231 8.860 .003 .025 8.860 .843
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .170 1 .170 .288 .592 .001 .288 .083
Error 203.081 344 .590       
Total 5677.000 348        
Corrected Total 212.514 347        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .044 (Adjusted R Squared = .036) 
 
Dependent Variable: Problem resolution by vendors  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .553(b) 3 .184 .373 .773 .003 1.118 .123
Intercept 5477.797 1 5477.797 11071.243 .000 .968 11071.243 1.000
Coopmembership .237 1 .237 .479 .489 .001 .479 .106
LineItem .265 1 .265 .536 .464 .001 .536 .113
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .001 1 .001 .001 .971 .000 .001 .050
Error 180.099 364 .495       
Total 6492.000 368        
Corrected Total 180.652 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .003 (Adjusted R Squared = -.005) 
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Dependent Variable: Vendor responsiveness to your problems  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.682(b) 3 .894 1.720 .162 .014 5.160 .449
Intercept 5512.098 1 5512.098 10605.191 .000 .967 10605.191 1.000
Coopmembership 2.243 1 2.243 4.316 .038 .012 4.316 .545
LineItem .412 1 .412 .793 .374 .002 .793 .144
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .227 1 .227 .437 .509 .001 .437 .101
Error 188.151 362 .520       
Total 6545.000 366        
Corrected Total 190.833 365        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .014 (Adjusted R Squared = .006) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with vendor service  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .732(b) 3 .244 .587 .624 .005 1.761 .172
Intercept 5594.593 1 5594.593 13455.246 .000 .974 13455.246 1.000
Coopmembership .658 1 .658 1.581 .209 .004 1.581 .241
LineItem .022 1 .022 .053 .817 .000 .053 .056
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .007 1 .007 .016 .898 .000 .016 .052
Error 149.685 360 .416       
Total 6632.000 364        
Corrected Total 150.418 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Time of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.512(b) 3 .837 1.020 .384 .008 3.059 .277
Intercept 5075.740 1 5075.740 6182.840 .000 .944 6182.840 1.000
Coopmembership 1.904 1 1.904 2.319 .129 .006 2.319 .330
LineItem .605 1 .605 .737 .391 .002 .737 .137
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .218 1 .218 .265 .607 .001 .265 .081
Error 300.464 366 .821       
Total 6247.000 370        
Corrected Total 302.976 369        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = .000) 
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Dependent Variable: Frequency of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 4.265(b) 3 1.422 3.630 .013 .029 10.890 .795
Intercept 5866.124 1 5866.124 14978.837 .000 .976 14978.837 1.000
Coopmembership .324 1 .324 .827 .364 .002 .827 .148
LineItem .091 1 .091 .231 .631 .001 .231 .077
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 2.568 1 2.568 6.558 .011 .018 6.558 .724
Error 142.944 365 .392       
Total 6964.000 369        
Corrected Total 147.209 368        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared = .021) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Order fill rate  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .293(b) 3 .098 .193 .901 .002 .579 .086
Intercept 5328.838 1 5328.838 10544.270 .000 .967 10544.270 1.000
Coopmembership .020 1 .020 .039 .844 .000 .039 .054
LineItem .230 1 .230 .454 .501 .001 .454 .103
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .020 1 .020 .039 .844 .000 .039 .054
Error 183.957 364 .505       
Total 6446.000 368        
Corrected Total 184.250 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = -.007) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Product substitutions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.219(b) 3 .406 .498 .684 .004 1.495 .151
Intercept 4365.967 1 4365.967 5355.868 .000 .937 5355.868 1.000
Coopmembership .410 1 .410 .502 .479 .001 .502 .109
LineItem .010 1 .010 .013 .910 .000 .013 .051
Coopmembership 
* LineItem 1.140 1 1.140 1.398 .238 .004 1.398 .218
Error 293.463 360 .815       
Total 5376.000 364        
Corrected Total 294.681 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = -.004) 
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Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.229(b) 3 .410 .916 .433 .008 2.748 .251
Intercept 5357.904 1 5357.904 11980.214 .000 .971 11980.214 1.000
Coopmembership .062 1 .062 .139 .710 .000 .139 .066
LineItem .028 1 .028 .063 .803 .000 .063 .057
Coopmembership 
* LineItem .802 1 .802 1.792 .181 .005 1.792 .267
Error 160.108 358 .447       
Total 6410.000 362        
Corrected Total 161.337 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
 
Bottom line/Food Cost 
Dependent Variable: Charbroiled Beef Patty with TVP, CN label for 2 oz. meat/meat alternate, - price per patty  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .063(b) 3 .021 1.816 .145 .025 5.449 .468
Intercept 10.706 1 10.706 928.442 .000 .816 928.442 1.000
Coopmembership .054 1 .054 4.671 .032 .022 4.671 .576
BottomLine .007 1 .007 .575 .449 .003 .575 .117
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .026 1 .026 2.244 .136 .011 2.244 .320
Error 2.422 210 .012       
Total 19.248 214        
Corrected Total 2.484 213        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .025 (Adjusted R Squared = .011) 
 
Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .046(b) 3 .015 .534 .659 .007 1.602 .159
Intercept 14.781 1 14.781 518.841 .000 .689 518.841 1.000
Coopmembership .006 1 .006 .204 .652 .001 .204 .074
BottomLine .014 1 .014 .508 .477 .002 .508 .109
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .006 1 .006 .228 .634 .001 .228 .076
Error 6.666 234 .028       
Total 31.681 238        
Corrected Total 6.712 237        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.006) 
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Dependent Variable: Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25 oz.,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .002(b) 3 .001 .350 .789 .007 1.049 .117
Intercept 2.424 1 2.424 1241.649 .000 .891 1241.649 1.000
Coopmembership .000 1 .000 .081 .776 .001 .081 .059
BottomLine .000 1 .000 .095 .758 .001 .095 .061
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .002 1 .002 .928 .337 .006 .928 .160
Error .297 152 .002       
Total 3.622 156        
Corrected Total .299 155        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.013) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: 100% Pure Orange Juice, 4 oz. serving, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .073(b) 3 .024 4.592 .004 .052 13.775 .886
Intercept 4.070 1 4.070 770.513 .000 .756 770.513 1.000
Coopmembership .061 1 .061 11.487 .001 .044 11.487 .922
BottomLine .006 1 .006 1.115 .292 .004 1.115 .183
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .042 1 .042 7.897 .005 .031 7.897 .799
Error 1.315 249 .005       
Total 7.719 253        
Corrected Total 1.388 252        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .052 (Adjusted R Squared = .041) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Pepperoni Wedge Pizza, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .022(b) 3 .007 .717 .543 .012 2.151 .201
Intercept 19.083 1 19.083 1835.707 .000 .910 1835.707 1.000
Coopmembership .002 1 .002 .240 .625 .001 .240 .078
BottomLine .010 1 .010 .969 .326 .005 .969 .165
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .003 1 .003 .273 .602 .002 .273 .081
Error 1.882 181 .010       
Total 35.539 185        
Corrected Total 1.904 184        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .012 (Adjusted R Squared = -.005) 
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Dependent Variable: Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1 oz. bowl pack,  - average price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .065(b) 3 .022 4.145 .007 .049 12.435 .848
Intercept 7.525 1 7.525 1433.853 .000 .857 1433.853 1.000
Coopmembership .010 1 .010 1.811 .180 .007 1.811 .268
BottomLine .024 1 .024 4.558 .034 .019 4.558 .566
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .007 1 .007 1.380 .241 .006 1.380 .216
Error 1.260 240 .005       
Total 14.201 244        
Corrected Total 1.325 243        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .049 (Adjusted R Squared = .037) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: French Fries, thin cut,  - price per 30 lb. case  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 423.292(b) 3 141.097 4.130 .007 .055 12.390 .846
Intercept 32719.819 1 32719.819 957.699 .000 .819 957.699 1.000
Coopmembership 10.766 1 10.766 .315 .575 .001 .315 .086
BottomLine 42.765 1 42.765 1.252 .264 .006 1.252 .200
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine 175.064 1 175.064 5.124 .025 .024 5.124 .615
Error 7208.822 211 34.165       
Total 63534.667 215        
Corrected Total 7632.114 214        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .055 (Adjusted R Squared = .042) 
 
 
Director Satisfaction 
Dependent Variable: Food Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.336(b) 3 .779 1.545 .203 .013 4.635 .407
Intercept 3393.924 1 3393.924 6735.841 .000 .949 6735.841 1.000
Coopmembership .399 1 .399 .792 .374 .002 .792 .144
BottomLine .063 1 .063 .124 .725 .000 .124 .064
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .399 1 .399 .792 .374 .002 .792 .144
Error 181.390 360 .504       
Total 6088.000 364        
Corrected Total 183.725 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .004) 
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Dependent Variable: Administrative Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.933(b) 3 .978 1.612 .186 .014 4.835 .423
Intercept 2855.767 1 2855.767 4707.336 .000 .934 4707.336 1.000
Coopmembership 1.049 1 1.049 1.729 .189 .005 1.729 .259
BottomLine .300 1 .300 .494 .483 .001 .494 .108
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .068 1 .068 .112 .738 .000 .112 .063
Error 203.232 335 .607       
Total 5385.000 339        
Corrected Total 206.165 338        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .014 (Adjusted R Squared = .005) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Ability to affect purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 6.775(b) 3 2.258 3.817 .010 .031 11.450 .816
Intercept 3833.425 1 3833.425 6478.777 .000 .948 6478.777 1.000
Coopmembership .281 1 .281 .476 .491 .001 .476 .106
BottomLine 6.634 1 6.634 11.212 .001 .030 11.212 .916
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .227 1 .227 .384 .536 .001 .384 .095
Error 211.825 358 .592       
Total 6559.000 362        
Corrected Total 218.599 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .031 (Adjusted R Squared = .023) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into specification development  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 11.618(b) 3 3.873 5.775 .001 .048 17.324 .950
Intercept 3488.842 1 3488.842 5202.578 .000 .938 5202.578 1.000
Coopmembership .401 1 .401 .598 .440 .002 .598 .120
BottomLine 11.162 1 11.162 16.645 .000 .046 16.645 .983
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .746 1 .746 1.112 .292 .003 1.112 .183
Error 231.357 345 .671       
Total 5803.000 349        
Corrected Total 242.974 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .048 (Adjusted R Squared = .040) 
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Dependent Variable: Input into contract language  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 10.645(b) 3 3.548 5.242 .002 .044 15.727 .927
Intercept 3243.791 1 3243.791 4792.198 .000 .933 4792.198 1.000
Coopmembership .306 1 .306 .453 .502 .001 .453 .103
BottomLine 10.174 1 10.174 15.031 .000 .042 15.031 .972
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .810 1 .810 1.197 .275 .003 1.197 .194
Error 231.496 342 .677       
Total 5455.000 346        
Corrected Total 242.142 345        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .044 (Adjusted R Squared = .036) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Input regarding purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 6.165(b) 3 2.055 3.530 .015 .030 10.590 .782
Intercept 3687.430 1 3687.430 6334.810 .000 .948 6334.810 1.000
Coopmembership .215 1 .215 .370 .543 .001 .370 .093
BottomLine 6.022 1 6.022 10.345 .001 .029 10.345 .894
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .291 1 .291 .499 .480 .001 .499 .109
Error 200.821 345 .582       
Total 6298.000 349        
Corrected Total 206.986 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .030 (Adjusted R Squared = .021) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Brands bid by vendor(s)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.707(b) 3 .902 1.977 .117 .017 5.931 .508
Intercept 3318.609 1 3318.609 7270.854 .000 .954 7270.854 1.000
Coopmembership 1.361 1 1.361 2.983 .085 .008 2.983 .406
BottomLine .152 1 .152 .333 .564 .001 .333 .089
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .006 1 .006 .012 .911 .000 .012 .051
Error 159.293 349 .456       
Total 5810.000 353        
Corrected Total 162.000 352        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .017 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
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Dependent Variable: Number of items bid  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .948(b) 3 .316 .598 .617 .005 1.794 .174
Intercept 3275.596 1 3275.596 6197.649 .000 .947 6197.649 1.000
Coopmembership .067 1 .067 .126 .722 .000 .126 .065
BottomLine .130 1 .130 .246 .620 .001 .246 .078
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .256 1 .256 .484 .487 .001 .484 .107
Error 182.869 346 .529       
Total 5720.000 350        
Corrected Total 183.817 349        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Competitive bid method (line item, fixed fee, lump sum, etc.)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 4.791(b) 3 1.597 2.645 .049 .023 7.935 .645
Intercept 3278.796 1 3278.796 5429.855 .000 .940 5429.855 1.000
Coopmembership 2.084 1 2.084 3.452 .064 .010 3.452 .457
BottomLine .732 1 .732 1.212 .272 .004 1.212 .195
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .021 1 .021 .034 .854 .000 .034 .054
Error 207.723 344 .604       
Total 5677.000 348        
Corrected Total 212.514 347        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .023 (Adjusted R Squared = .014) 
 
  
Dependent Variable: Vendor responsiveness to your problems  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.151(b) 3 .717 1.376 .250 .011 4.127 .365
Intercept 3630.089 1 3630.089 6964.573 .000 .951 6964.573 1.000
Coopmembership 1.116 1 1.116 2.141 .144 .006 2.141 .309
BottomLine .109 1 .109 .210 .647 .001 .210 .074
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .001 1 .001 .002 .965 .000 .002 .050
Error 188.682 362 .521       
Total 6545.000 366        
Corrected Total 190.833 365        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .003) 
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Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with vendor service  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.133(b) 3 .378 .910 .436 .008 2.731 .250
Intercept 3639.300 1 3639.300 8776.150 .000 .961 8776.150 1.000
Coopmembership .279 1 .279 .672 .413 .002 .672 .129
BottomLine .421 1 .421 1.014 .315 .003 1.014 .171
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .018 1 .018 .043 .836 .000 .043 .055
Error 149.285 360 .415       
Total 6632.000 364        
Corrected Total 150.418 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Time of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.444(b) 3 .815 .992 .397 .008 2.976 .270
Intercept 3382.103 1 3382.103 4118.861 .000 .918 4118.861 1.000
Coopmembership .170 1 .170 .207 .649 .001 .207 .074
BottomLine .006 1 .006 .007 .932 .000 .007 .051
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .753 1 .753 .917 .339 .003 .917 .159
Error 300.532 366 .821       
Total 6247.000 370        
Corrected Total 302.976 369        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = .000) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Frequency of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.732(b) 3 .577 1.449 .228 .012 4.346 .383
Intercept 3901.369 1 3901.369 9788.528 .000 .964 9788.528 1.000
Coopmembership 1.404 1 1.404 3.523 .061 .010 3.523 .465
BottomLine .005 1 .005 .013 .910 .000 .013 .051
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .124 1 .124 .312 .577 .001 .312 .086
Error 145.476 365 .399       
Total 6964.000 369        
Corrected Total 147.209 368        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .012 (Adjusted R Squared = .004) 
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Dependent Variable: Product substitutions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.717(b) 3 .906 1.117 .342 .009 3.351 .301
Intercept 2995.949 1 2995.949 3694.092 .000 .911 3694.092 1.000
Coopmembership .413 1 .413 .509 .476 .001 .509 .110
BottomLine .782 1 .782 .964 .327 .003 .964 .165
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine 1.741 1 1.741 2.146 .144 .006 2.146 .309
Error 291.964 360 .811       
Total 5376.000 364        
Corrected Total 294.681 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05  
b  R Squared = .009 (Adjusted R Squared = .001) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .713(b) 3 .238 .530 .662 .004 1.589 .158
Intercept 3493.453 1 3493.453 7786.225 .000 .956 7786.225 1.000
Coopmembership .391 1 .391 .872 .351 .002 .872 .154
BottomLine .281 1 .281 .626 .429 .002 .626 .124
Coopmembership 
* BottomLine .045 1 .045 .100 .752 .000 .100 .061
Error 160.624 358 .449       
Total 6410.000 362        
Corrected Total 161.337 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = -.004) 
 
 
Firm Price/Food Cost 
Dependent Variable: Charbroiled Beef Patty with TVP, CN label for 2 oz. meat/meat alternate, - price per patty  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .048(b) 3 .016 1.383 .249 .019 4.149 .365
Intercept 8.570 1 8.570 738.704 .000 .779 738.704 1.000
Coopmembership .003 1 .003 .243 .623 .001 .243 .078
FirmPrice .008 1 .008 .660 .417 .003 .660 .128
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .012 1 .012 1.028 .312 .005 1.028 .172
Error 2.436 210 .012       
Total 19.248 214        
Corrected Total 2.484 213        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = .005) 
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Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .063(b) 3 .021 .735 .532 .009 2.206 .206
Intercept 12.903 1 12.903 454.096 .000 .660 454.096 1.000
Coopmembership .000 1 .000 .012 .913 .000 .012 .051
FirmPrice 1.43E-
005 1 1.43E-005 .001 .982 .000 .001 .050
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .037 1 .037 1.304 .255 .006 1.304 .206
Error 6.649 234 .028       
Total 31.681 238        
Corrected Total 6.712 237        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .009 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25 oz.,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .005(b) 3 .002 .849 .469 .016 2.547 .232
Intercept 1.657 1 1.657 856.991 .000 .849 856.991 1.000
Coopmembership .002 1 .002 1.148 .286 .007 1.148 .187
FirmPrice .001 1 .001 .578 .448 .004 .578 .117
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .003 1 .003 1.724 .191 .011 1.724 .257
Error .294 152 .002       
Total 3.622 156        
Corrected Total .299 155        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: 100% Pure Orange Juice, 4 oz. serving, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .031(b) 3 .010 1.906 .129 .022 5.717 .490
Intercept 3.193 1 3.193 586.067 .000 .702 586.067 1.000
Coopmembership .006 1 .006 1.192 .276 .005 1.192 .193
FirmPrice .005 1 .005 .977 .324 .004 .977 .166
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .002 1 .002 .386 .535 .002 .386 .095
Error 1.357 249 .005       
Total 7.719 253        
Corrected Total 1.388 252        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .022 (Adjusted R Squared = .011) 
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Dependent Variable: Pepperoni Wedge Pizza, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .032(b) 3 .011 1.039 .377 .017 3.116 .279
Intercept 19.197 1 19.197 1856.358 .000 .911 1856.358 1.000
Coopmembership .008 1 .008 .744 .390 .004 .744 .138
FirmPrice .020 1 .020 1.979 .161 .011 1.979 .288
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .001 1 .001 .093 .760 .001 .093 .061
Error 1.872 181 .010       
Total 35.539 185        
Corrected Total 1.904 184        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .017 (Adjusted R Squared = .001) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1 oz. bowl pack,  - average price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .042(b) 3 .014 2.604 .053 .032 7.812 .635
Intercept 6.459 1 6.459 1208.297 .000 .834 1208.297 1.000
Coopmembership .006 1 .006 1.125 .290 .005 1.125 .184
FirmPrice .003 1 .003 .535 .465 .002 .535 .113
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .006 1 .006 1.106 .294 .005 1.106 .182
Error 1.283 240 .005       
Total 14.201 244        
Corrected Total 1.325 243        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .032 (Adjusted R Squared = .019) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Strip, natural blend meat,  - price per pound  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.508(b) 3 .836 .716 .544 .016 2.148 .199
Intercept 230.801 1 230.801 197.670 .000 .594 197.670 1.000
Coopmembership .698 1 .698 .598 .441 .004 .598 .120
FirmPrice 1.026 1 1.026 .879 .350 .006 .879 .154
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .000 1 .000 .000 .993 .000 .000 .050
Error 157.627 135 1.168       
Total 657.733 139        
Corrected Total 160.134 138        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = -.006) 
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Dependent Variable: French Fries, thin cut,  - price per 30 lb. case  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 282.607(b) 3 94.202 2.704 .046 .037 8.113 .652
Intercept 26002.668 1 26002.668 746.521 .000 .780 746.521 1.000
Coopmembership 27.016 1 27.016 .776 .379 .004 .776 .142
FirmPrice 37.277 1 37.277 1.070 .302 .005 1.070 .178
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice 46.293 1 46.293 1.329 .250 .006 1.329 .209
Error 7349.508 211 34.832       
Total 63534.667 215        
Corrected Total 7632.114 214        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .037 (Adjusted R Squared = .023) 
 
 
Director Satisfaction 
 
Dependent Variable: Food Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.937(b) 3 .646 1.278 .282 .011 3.835 .341
Intercept 2837.054 1 2837.054 5618.282 .000 .940 5618.282 1.000
Coopmembership .980 1 .980 1.940 .165 .005 1.940 .284
FirmPrice .079 1 .079 .157 .692 .000 .157 .068
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .002 1 .002 .004 .949 .000 .004 .050
Error 181.789 360 .505       
Total 6088.000 364        
Corrected Total 183.725 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .002) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Administrative Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.377(b) 3 1.126 1.860 .136 .016 5.579 .481
Intercept 2564.573 1 2564.573 4236.596 .000 .927 4236.596 1.000
Coopmembership 2.737 1 2.737 4.521 .034 .013 4.521 .564
FirmPrice .170 1 .170 .280 .597 .001 .280 .082
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .586 1 .586 .968 .326 .003 .968 .165
Error 202.788 335 .605       
Total 5385.000 339        
Corrected Total 206.165 338        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
 
 112
Dependent Variable: Ability to affect purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .119(b) 3 .040 .065 .978 .001 .196 .062
Intercept 3103.109 1 3103.109 5084.733 .000 .934 5084.733 1.000
Coopmembership .038 1 .038 .063 .802 .000 .063 .057
FirmPrice .062 1 .062 .102 .750 .000 .102 .062
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .006 1 .006 .009 .924 .000 .009 .051
Error 218.480 358 .610       
Total 6559.000 362        
Corrected Total 218.599 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.008) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into specification development  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .304(b) 3 .101 .144 .933 .001 .432 .076
Intercept 2828.298 1 2828.298 4020.939 .000 .921 4020.939 1.000
Coopmembership .029 1 .029 .042 .838 .000 .042 .055
FirmPrice .287 1 .287 .407 .524 .001 .407 .098
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .031 1 .031 .044 .834 .000 .044 .055
Error 242.670 345 .703       
Total 5803.000 349        
Corrected Total 242.974 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.007) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into contract language  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.645(b) 3 .548 .780 .506 .007 2.339 .218
Intercept 2643.036 1 2643.036 3758.547 .000 .917 3758.547 1.000
Coopmembership .891 1 .891 1.267 .261 .004 1.267 .202
FirmPrice .038 1 .038 .054 .816 .000 .054 .056
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice 1.528 1 1.528 2.173 .141 .006 2.173 .312
Error 240.497 342 .703       
Total 5455.000 346        
Corrected Total 242.142 345        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
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Dependent Variable: Input regarding purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .209(b) 3 .070 .116 .950 .001 .349 .071
Intercept 3093.270 1 3093.270 5161.029 .000 .937 5161.029 1.000
Coopmembership .060 1 .060 .100 .752 .000 .100 .061
FirmPrice .002 1 .002 .003 .958 .000 .003 .050
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .194 1 .194 .323 .570 .001 .323 .088
Error 206.776 345 .599       
Total 6298.000 349        
Corrected Total 206.986 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.008) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Brands bid by vendor(s)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.695(b) 3 .898 1.968 .118 .017 5.904 .506
Intercept 2837.276 1 2837.276 6215.812 .000 .947 6215.812 1.000
Coopmembership 1.932 1 1.932 4.232 .040 .012 4.232 .536
FirmPrice .002 1 .002 .004 .950 .000 .004 .050
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .135 1 .135 .295 .587 .001 .295 .084
Error 159.305 349 .456       
Total 5810.000 353        
Corrected Total 162.000 352        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .017 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Number of items bid  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .850(b) 3 .283 .536 .658 .005 1.608 .160
Intercept 2830.991 1 2830.991 5353.553 .000 .939 5353.553 1.000
Coopmembership .500 1 .500 .945 .332 .003 .945 .163
FirmPrice .174 1 .174 .330 .566 .001 .330 .088
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .061 1 .061 .116 .733 .000 .116 .063
Error 182.967 346 .529       
Total 5720.000 350        
Corrected Total 183.817 349        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R Squared = -.004) 
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Dependent Variable: Competitive bid method (line item, fixed fee, lump sum, etc.)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 4.812(b) 3 1.604 2.656 .048 .023 7.969 .647
Intercept 2837.030 1 2837.030 4698.730 .000 .932 4698.730 1.000
Coopmembership 1.433 1 1.433 2.374 .124 .007 2.374 .336
FirmPrice .714 1 .714 1.182 .278 .003 1.182 .192
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .096 1 .096 .159 .690 .000 .159 .068
Error 207.703 344 .604       
Total 5677.000 348        
Corrected Total 212.514 347        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .023 (Adjusted R Squared = .014) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Problem resolution by vendors  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.477(b) 3 .492 1.000 .393 .008 3.000 .272
Intercept 2982.598 1 2982.598 6059.226 .000 .943 6059.226 1.000
Coopmembership .167 1 .167 .340 .560 .001 .340 .090
FirmPrice 1.139 1 1.139 2.314 .129 .006 2.314 .329
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .011 1 .011 .022 .882 .000 .022 .053
Error 179.176 364 .492       
Total 6492.000 368        
Corrected Total 180.652 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = .000) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Vendor responsiveness to your problems  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 5.078(b) 3 1.693 3.299 .021 .027 9.896 .751
Intercept 2975.416 1 2975.416 5798.484 .000 .941 5798.484 1.000
Coopmembership 1.569 1 1.569 3.057 .081 .008 3.057 .415
FirmPrice 2.644 1 2.644 5.153 .024 .014 5.153 .619
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .195 1 .195 .381 .538 .001 .381 .094
Error 185.756 362 .513       
Total 6545.000 366        
Corrected Total 190.833 365        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .027 (Adjusted R Squared = .019) 
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Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with vendor service  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .981(b) 3 .327 .787 .502 .007 2.362 .220
Intercept 3135.287 1 3135.287 7553.037 .000 .955 7553.037 1.000
Coopmembership .198 1 .198 .476 .491 .001 .476 .106
FirmPrice .263 1 .263 .635 .426 .002 .635 .125
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .030 1 .030 .072 .788 .000 .072 .058
Error 149.437 360 .415       
Total 6632.000 364        
Corrected Total 150.418 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Time of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 4.378(b) 3 1.459 1.789 .149 .014 5.367 .465
Intercept 2798.780 1 2798.780 3430.550 .000 .904 3430.550 1.000
Coopmembership 2.804 1 2.804 3.437 .065 .009 3.437 .456
FirmPrice 1.102 1 1.102 1.351 .246 .004 1.351 .213
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice 1.291 1 1.291 1.582 .209 .004 1.582 .241
Error 298.597 366 .816       
Total 6247.000 370        
Corrected Total 302.976 369        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .014 (Adjusted R Squared = .006) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Frequency of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.655(b) 3 .552 1.384 .247 .011 4.151 .367
Intercept 3303.495 1 3303.495 8284.075 .000 .958 8284.075 1.000
Coopmembership .513 1 .513 1.286 .258 .004 1.286 .205
FirmPrice .000 1 .000 .001 .982 .000 .001 .050
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .054 1 .054 .134 .714 .000 .134 .065
Error 145.553 365 .399       
Total 6964.000 369        
Corrected Total 147.209 368        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .003) 
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Dependent Variable: Order fill rate  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .346(b) 3 .115 .229 .877 .002 .686 .093
Intercept 2998.631 1 2998.631 5935.181 .000 .942 5935.181 1.000
Coopmembership .026 1 .026 .052 .820 .000 .052 .056
FirmPrice .298 1 .298 .591 .443 .002 .591 .120
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice 
4.20E-
005 1
4.20E-
005 .000 .993 .000 .000 .050
Error 183.904 364 .505       
Total 6446.000 368        
Corrected Total 184.250 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = -.006) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Product substitutions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.972(b) 3 1.324 1.639 .180 .013 4.918 .430
Intercept 2362.359 1 2362.359 2925.423 .000 .890 2925.423 1.000
Coopmembership .188 1 .188 .232 .630 .001 .232 .077
FirmPrice 3.469 1 3.469 4.296 .039 .012 4.296 .543
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .200 1 .200 .248 .619 .001 .248 .079
Error 290.710 360 .808       
Total 5376.000 364        
Corrected Total 294.681 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .005) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .675(b) 3 .225 .502 .681 .004 1.505 .152
Intercept 3003.676 1 3003.676 6693.044 .000 .949 6693.044 1.000
Coopmembership .097 1 .097 .216 .642 .001 .216 .075
FirmPrice .216 1 .216 .481 .488 .001 .481 .106
Coopmembership 
* FirmPrice .041 1 .041 .091 .763 .000 .091 .060
Error 160.662 358 .449       
Total 6410.000 362        
Corrected Total 161.337 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = -.004) 
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Cost-plus fixed fee/Food Cost 
Dependent Variable: Charbroiled Beef Patty with TVP, CN label for 2 oz. meat/meat alternate, - price per patty  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .039(b) 3 .013 1.102 .349 .015 3.306 .295
Intercept 7.602 1 7.602 652.650 .000 .757 652.650 1.000
Coopmembership .033 1 .033 2.804 .096 .013 2.804 .385
CostPlusFixedFee .003 1 .003 .238 .626 .001 .238 .077
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.007 1 .007 .613 .434 .003 .613 .122
Error 2.446 210 .012       
Total 19.248 214        
Corrected Total 2.484 213        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .015 (Adjusted R Squared = .001) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Nugget, CN label 5/6 = 2 oz. meat/meat alternate,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .104(b) 3 .035 1.224 .302 .015 3.671 .326
Intercept 12.809 1 12.809 453.563 .000 .660 453.563 1.000
Coopmembership .080 1 .080 2.817 .095 .012 2.817 .387
CostPlusFixedFee .043 1 .043 1.523 .218 .006 1.523 .233
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.052 1 .052 1.826 .178 .008 1.826 .270
Error 6.608 234 .028       
Total 31.681 238        
Corrected Total 6.712 237        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .015 (Adjusted R Squared = .003) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Biscuit, raw frozen 2.25 oz.,  - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .006(b) 3 .002 .963 .412 .019 2.888 .259
Intercept 1.338 1 1.338 693.344 .000 .820 693.344 1.000
Coopmembership .002 1 .002 1.290 .258 .008 1.290 .204
CostPlusFixedFee .001 1 .001 .438 .509 .003 .438 .101
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.005 1 .005 2.815 .095 .018 2.815 .385
Error .293 152 .002       
Total 3.622 156        
Corrected Total .299 155        
a  Computed using alpha = .05              
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
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Dependent Variable: 100% Pure Orange Juice, 4 oz. serving, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .027(b) 3 .009 1.652 .178 .020 4.955 .431
Intercept 2.884 1 2.884 527.711 .000 .679 527.711 1.000
Coopmembership .008 1 .008 1.516 .219 .006 1.516 .232
CostPlusFixedFee .002 1 .002 .454 .501 .002 .454 .103
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.000 1 .000 .060 .806 .000 .060 .057
Error 1.361 249 .005       
Total 7.719 253        
Corrected Total 1.388 252        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .020 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Pepperoni Wedge Pizza, - price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .054(b) 3 .018 1.757 .157 .028 5.272 .453
Intercept 16.518 1 16.518 1616.023 .000 .899 1616.023 1.000
Coopmembership .037 1 .037 3.598 .059 .019 3.598 .471
CostPlusFixedFee .032 1 .032 3.161 .077 .017 3.161 .424
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.028 1 .028 2.747 .099 .015 2.747 .378
Error 1.850 181 .010       
Total 35.539 185        
Corrected Total 1.904 184        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .028 (Adjusted R Squared = .012) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Breakfast Cereal, .75 - 1 oz. bowl pack,  - average price per serving  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model .045(b) 3 .015 2.781 .042 .034 8.343 .667
Intercept 6.023 1 6.023 1129.089 .000 .825 1129.089 1.000
Coopmembership .005 1 .005 .918 .339 .004 .918 .159
CostPlusFixedFee .001 1 .001 .198 .657 .001 .198 .073
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.007 1 .007 1.288 .257 .005 1.288 .204
Error 1.280 240 .005       
Total 14.201 244        
Corrected Total 1.325 243        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = .022) 
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Dependent Variable: Breaded Chicken Strip, natural blend meat,  - price per pound  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 5.230(b) 3 1.743 1.519 .212 .033 4.558 .394
Intercept 246.135 1 246.135 214.508 .000 .614 214.508 1.000
Coopmembership .700 1 .700 .610 .436 .005 .610 .121
CostPlusFixedFee 3.647 1 3.647 3.178 .077 .023 3.178 .425
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
2.30E-
005 1 2.30E-005 .000 .996 .000 .000 .050
Error 154.904 135 1.147       
Total 657.733 139        
Corrected Total 160.134 138        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .033 (Adjusted R Squared = .011) 
 
Dependent Variable: French Fries, thin cut,  - price per 30 lb. case  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 493.128(b) 3 164.376 4.858 .003 .065 14.575 .903
Intercept 30105.670 1 30105.670 889.804 .000 .808 889.804 1.000
Coopmembership 490.855 1 490.855 14.508 .000 .064 14.508 .966
CostPlusFixedFee 39.363 1 39.363 1.163 .282 .005 1.163 .189
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
274.737 1 274.737 8.120 .005 .037 8.120 .810
Error 7138.987 211 33.834       
Total 63534.667 215        
Corrected Total 7632.114 214        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .065 (Adjusted R Squared = .051) 
 
 
Director Satisfaction 
Dependent Variable: Food Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 5.537(b) 3 1.846 3.729 .012 .030 11.186 .806
Intercept 2700.264 1 2700.264 5455.432 .000 .938 5455.432 1.000
Coopmembership .292 1 .292 .590 .443 .002 .590 .120
CostPlusFixedFee 3.418 1 3.418 6.906 .009 .019 6.906 .746
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.032 1 .032 .064 .801 .000 .064 .057
Error 178.188 360 .495       
Total 6088.000 364        
Corrected Total 183.725 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05                b   
R Squared = .030 (Adjusted R Squared = .022) 
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Dependent Variable: Administrative Cost  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 7.395(b) 3 2.465 4.154 .007 .036 12.463 .851
Intercept 2280.754 1 2280.754 3843.899 .000 .920 3843.899 1.000
Coopmembership .257 1 .257 .432 .511 .001 .432 .101
CostPlusFixedFee 4.655 1 4.655 7.846 .005 .023 7.846 .798
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.146 1 .146 .246 .620 .001 .246 .079
Error 198.770 335 .593       
Total 5385.000 339        
Corrected Total 206.165 338        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .036 (Adjusted R Squared = .027) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Ability to affect purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 6.521(b) 3 2.174 3.669 .013 .030 11.008 .799
Intercept 2937.823 1 2937.823 4959.215 .000 .933 4959.215 1.000
Coopmembership .080 1 .080 .135 .714 .000 .135 .065
CostPlusFixedFee 5.278 1 5.278 8.909 .003 .024 8.909 .845
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.041 1 .041 .069 .793 .000 .069 .058
Error 212.078 358 .592       
Total 6559.000 362        
Corrected Total 218.599 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .030 (Adjusted R Squared = .022) 
 
Dependent Variable: Input into specification development  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.391(b) 3 .797 1.143 .332 .010 3.429 .307
Intercept 2437.979 1 2437.979 3496.100 .000 .910 3496.100 1.000
Coopmembership .381 1 .381 .546 .460 .002 .546 .114
CostPlusFixedFee .414 1 .414 .594 .442 .002 .594 .120
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
1.109 1 1.109 1.591 .208 .005 1.591 .242
Error 240.583 345 .697       
Total 5803.000 349        
Corrected Total 242.974 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .010 (Adjusted R Squared = .001) 
Dependent Variable: Input into contract language  
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Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.628(b) 3 .543 .771 .511 .007 2.314 .216
Intercept 2435.532 1 2435.532 3463.214 .000 .910 3463.214 1.000
Coopmembership .010 1 .010 .014 .907 .000 .014 .052
CostPlusFixedFee 1.186 1 1.186 1.687 .195 .005 1.687 .254
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.050 1 .050 .071 .790 .000 .071 .058
Error 240.514 342 .703       
Total 5455.000 346        
Corrected Total 242.142 345        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Input regarding purchasing decisions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 1.291(b) 3 .430 .722 .539 .006 2.166 .204
Intercept 2678.618 1 2678.618 4492.703 .000 .929 4492.703 1.000
Coopmembership .062 1 .062 .105 .747 .000 .105 .062
CostPlusFixedFee .474 1 .474 .796 .373 .002 .796 .144
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.325 1 .325 .544 .461 .002 .544 .114
Error 205.694 345 .596       
Total 6298.000 349        
Corrected Total 206.986 348        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .006 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Brands bid by vendor(s)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 5.692(b) 3 1.897 4.237 .006 .035 12.710 .858
Intercept 2479.795 1 2479.795 5536.826 .000 .941 5536.826 1.000
Coopmembership 2.405 1 2.405 5.370 .021 .015 5.370 .637
CostPlusFixedFee 1.114 1 1.114 2.487 .116 .007 2.487 .349
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.828 1 .828 1.848 .175 .005 1.848 .273
Error 156.308 349 .448       
Total 5810.000 353        
Corrected Total 162.000 352        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .035 (Adjusted R Squared = .027) 
Dependent Variable: Number of items bid  
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Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 3.515(b) 3 1.172 2.248 .082 .019 6.745 .567
Intercept 2459.984 1 2459.984 4720.705 .000 .932 4720.705 1.000
Coopmembership .737 1 .737 1.415 .235 .004 1.415 .220
CostPlusFixedFee 1.345 1 1.345 2.581 .109 .007 2.581 .360
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.515 1 .515 .988 .321 .003 .988 .168
Error 180.302 346 .521       
Total 5720.000 350        
Corrected Total 183.817 349        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = .011) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Competitive bid method (line item, fixed fee, lump sum, etc.)  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 9.631(b) 3 3.210 5.443 .001 .045 16.330 .936
Intercept 2508.374 1 2508.374 4253.085 .000 .925 4253.085 1.000
Coopmembership 1.430 1 1.430 2.424 .120 .007 2.424 .342
CostPlusFixedFee 4.417 1 4.417 7.489 .007 .021 7.489 .779
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.036 1 .036 .062 .804 .000 .062 .057
Error 202.883 344 .590       
Total 5677.000 348        
Corrected Total 212.514 347        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .045 (Adjusted R Squared = .037) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Problem resolution by vendors  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.185(b) 3 .728 1.486 .218 .012 4.457 .392
Intercept 2751.301 1 2751.301 5611.534 .000 .939 5611.534 1.000
Coopmembership .049 1 .049 .101 .751 .000 .101 .062
CostPlusFixedFee .386 1 .386 .787 .376 .002 .787 .143
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.860 1 .860 1.754 .186 .005 1.754 .262
Error 178.467 364 .490       
Total 6492.000 368        
Corrected Total 180.652 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .012 (Adjusted R Squared = .004) 
Dependent Variable: Vendor responsiveness to your problems  
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Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 7.129(b) 3 2.376 4.683 .003 .037 14.049 .894
Intercept 2847.740 1 2847.740 5611.652 .000 .939 5611.652 1.000
Coopmembership .168 1 .168 .331 .565 .001 .331 .088
CostPlusFixedFee 2.289 1 2.289 4.510 .034 .012 4.510 .563
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
1.050 1 1.050 2.070 .151 .006 2.070 .300
Error 183.704 362 .507       
Total 6545.000 366        
Corrected Total 190.833 365        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .037 (Adjusted R Squared = .029) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with vendor service  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.410(b) 3 .803 1.954 .121 .016 5.862 .503
Intercept 2875.896 1 2875.896 6995.065 .000 .951 6995.065 1.000
Coopmembership .074 1 .074 .181 .671 .001 .181 .071
CostPlusFixedFee .812 1 .812 1.975 .161 .005 1.975 .289
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.319 1 .319 .776 .379 .002 .776 .142
Error 148.008 360 .411       
Total 6632.000 364        
Corrected Total 150.418 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Time of delivery  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 6.804(b) 3 2.268 2.803 .040 .022 8.408 .673
Intercept 2709.513 1 2709.513 3348.331 .000 .901 3348.331 1.000
Coopmembership 1.771 1 1.771 2.188 .140 .006 2.188 .314
CostPlusFixedFee 4.840 1 4.840 5.981 .015 .016 5.981 .684
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.086 1 .086 .107 .744 .000 .107 .062
Error 296.172 366 .809       
Total 6247.000 370        
Corrected Total 302.976 369        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .022 (Adjusted R Squared = .014) 
Dependent Variable: Frequency of delivery  
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Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.500(b) 3 .833 1.869 .134 .015 5.608 .484
Intercept 2994.334 1 2994.334 6718.004 .000 .948 6718.004 1.000
Coopmembership .375 1 .375 .842 .359 .002 .842 .150
CostPlusFixedFee 1.158 1 1.158 2.599 .108 .007 2.599 .363
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.009 1 .009 .020 .889 .000 .020 .052
Error 163.133 366 .446       
Total 6964.000 370        
Corrected Total 165.632 369        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .015 (Adjusted R Squared = .007) 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Order fill rate  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.887(b) 3 .962 1.931 .124 .016 5.794 .498
Intercept 2685.565 1 2685.565 5389.991 .000 .937 5389.991 1.000
Coopmembership .043 1 .043 .087 .768 .000 .087 .060
CostPlusFixedFee 1.919 1 1.919 3.852 .050 .010 3.852 .499
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.130 1 .130 .262 .609 .001 .262 .080
Error 181.363 364 .498       
Total 6446.000 368        
Corrected Total 184.250 367        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
 
Dependent Variable: Product substitutions  
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 6.341(b) 3 2.114 2.639 .049 .022 7.917 .644
Intercept 2302.814 1 2302.814 2875.121 .000 .889 2875.121 1.000
Coopmembership .217 1 .217 .271 .603 .001 .271 .081
CostPlusFixedFee 2.652 1 2.652 3.312 .070 .009 3.312 .442
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
1.433 1 1.433 1.790 .182 .005 1.790 .266
Error 288.340 360 .801       
Total 5376.000 364        
Corrected Total 294.681 363        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .022 (Adjusted R Squared = .013) 
Dependent Variable: General satisfaction with delivery  
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Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter
Observed 
Power(a) 
Corrected Model 2.042(b) 3 .681 1.530 .206 .013 4.590 .403
Intercept 2774.213 1 2774.213 6234.793 .000 .946 6234.793 1.000
Coopmembership .415 1 .415 .933 .335 .003 .933 .161
CostPlusFixedFee .889 1 .889 1.998 .158 .006 1.998 .291
Coopmembership 
* 
CostPlusFixedFee 
.240 1 .240 .538 .464 .002 .538 .113
Error 159.295 358 .445       
Total 6410.000 362        
Corrected Total 161.337 361        
a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .004) 
 
Cost Containment 
Change in price  
  
% 
increase 
in beef 
patty price 
from 2004 
- 2006 
% increase 
in chicken 
nuggets 
from 2004-
2006 
% increase 
in biscuits 
from 2004-
2006 
% 
increase 
in pizza 
from 
2004-
2006 
% 
increase 
in orange 
juice from 
2004-
2006 
% 
increase 
in orange 
juice from 
2004-
2006 
% 
increase 
in orange 
juice from 
2004-
2006 
Mann-Whitney U 5.500 16.000 6.000 9.000 13.500 8.000 6.000
Wilcoxon W 33.500 44.000 21.000 37.000 41.500 29.000 34.000
Z -2.430 -1.091 -1.375 -1.981 -1.407 -1.613 -2.364
Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) .015 .275 .169 .048 .159 .107 .018
Exact Sig. [2*(1-
tailed Sig.)] .011(a) .318(a) .222(a) .053(a) .165(a) .132(a) .017(a)
a  Not corrected for ties. 
b  Grouping Variable: Cooperative Membership 
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Percentage change compared to PPI 
 One-Sample Test(a) 
 Test Value = 6.07 
  t df 
Sig.  
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
% change in hamburger 
patty price form 2004 to 
2006 
-1.686 6 .143 -2.35143 -5.7633 1.0604
% change in chicken nugget 
price from 2004 to 2006 -3.636 6 .011 -4.05143 -6.7780 -1.3249
%change in biscuit price 
from 2004 to 2006 -.946 4 .398 -6.00400 -23.6314 11.6234
%change in prizza price 
from 2004 to 2006 -2.568 6 .042 -10.41714 -20.3427 -.4915
% change in orange juice 
price form 2004 to 2006 .577 6 .585 2.75895 -8.9362 14.4541
% chagne in chicken strip 
price from 2004 to 2006 -2.529 5 .053 -7.46687 -15.0561 .1223
% change in french fry price 
from 2004 to 2006 -2.802 6 .031 -4.58714 -8.5928 -.5814
a  coop = Yes, is a member of a cooperative 
 
 
 Test Value = 6.07 
  t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
% change in hamburger 
patty price form 2004 to 
2006 
.812 6 .448 12.78571 -25.7453 51.3167
% change in chicken nugget 
price from 2004 to 2006 .929 6 .389 4.57714 -7.4845 16.6387
%change in biscuit price 
from 2004 to 2006 1.408 4 .232 4.61400 -4.4815 13.7095
%change in prizza price 
from 2004 to 2006 .678 6 .523 2.11286 -5.5135 9.7392
% change in orange juice 
price form 2004 to 2006 2.476 6 .048 17.83859 .2128 35.4644
% chagne in chicken strip 
price from 2004 to 2006 -.032 5 .975 -.14343 -11.5483 11.2614
% change in french fry price 
from 2004 to 2006 2.043 6 .087 23.96714 -4.7401 52.6744
a  coop = No, Is not a member of a cooperative 
Change in Orange Juice price compared to PPI 
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 One-Sample Test(a) 
 
  Test Value = 33.75 
    
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference Lower Upper 
% change in orange juice 
price form 2004 to 2006 -1.366 6 .221 -9.84141 -27.4672 7.7844
a  coop = No, Is not a member of a cooperative 
 
 
  
  Test Value = 33.75 
    
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference Lower Upper 
% change in orange juice 
price form 2004 to 2006 -5.214 6 .002 -24.92105 -36.6162 -13.2259
a  coop = Yes, is a member of a cooperative 
 
 
Reasons for joining a cooperative 
  
Lower  
Food 
 cost 
Save 
staff 
time 
Reg. 
comp.
Greater 
comp. by 
vendors
State 
agency 
recom.
Less 
paper 
work 
Vendor 
recom. 
Increase 
the 
number of 
bidders 
State 
agency 
admi 
Decision 
made by 
others 
Chi-Square 
(a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j) 
141.4
97 11.742 1.170 32.667 2.667 40.327 2.000 12.645 2.714 2.889
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. Sig. .000 .003 .557 .000 .264 .000 .368 .002 .257 .236
a  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 47.7. 
b  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 20.7. 
c  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 17.7. 
d  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 21.0. 
e  3 cells (100.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 3.0. 
f  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 16.3. 
g  3 cells (100.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 2.3. 
h  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 10.3. 
i  3 cells (100.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 4.7. 
j  0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 9.0. 
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APPENDIX D. PHONE SURVEY RESULTS 
How many school districts are in your cooperative? 
C1  14 
C2  126 
C3  119 
C4  136 
C5  27 
C6  14 
C7  20 
Number of schools 
C1  93 
C2  1450 
C3  300 
C4  241 
C5  Not tracked 
C6  37 
C7  Not tracked 
D1  17 
D2  22 
D3  9 
D4  6 
D5  19 
D6  3 
D7  6 
Students 
C1  36,674 
C2  700,000 
C3  Not tracked 
C4  Not tracked 
C5  Not tracked 
C6  Not tracked 
C7  6785 
D1  11,500 
D2  14,500 
D3  4,975 
D4  3,792 
D5  20,000 
D6  1,500 
D7  6752 
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Number of drops per week? 
C1  Varies by District 
C2  1 per school 
C3  280 on average 
C4  Varies from district to district, $250 drop minimum 
C5  At least one per week per school is required 
C6  37 sites at least once per week 
C7  each school once per week 
D1  1 per school 
D2  1 per school by 2 vendors for a total of 2 per schools 
D3  2 x per week at 3 sites 
D4  6 
D5  1 
D6  1‐3 
D7  1 per school 
 
What was the total dollar for food purchases made by your organization last 
school year (2005‐2006)? 
C1  Not tracked 
C2  Not tracked 
C3  25M 
C4  No tracked 
C5  7M 
C6  Not tracked 
C7  Not tracked 
D1  2.2M 
D2  3.5 M 
D3  831,882 
D4  546,813 
D5  2.8 M 
D6  250,000 
D7  1.25M 
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What is the average meal equivalents served in your cooperative/district?   
Per Day 
C1  Not tracked 
C2  Not tracked 
C3  Not tracked 
C4  Not tracked 
C5  Not tracked 
C6  Not tracked 
C7  Not tracked 
D1  10,548 
D2  13,152 
D3  3,869 
D4  3,723 
D5  170,000 
D6  1,590 
D7  10,000 
 
2005‐2006 school year?  
C1  Not tracked 
C2  Not tracked 
C3  Not tracked 
C4  Not tracked 
C5  Not tracked 
C6  Not tracked 
C7  Not tracked 
D1  1,845,900 
D2  2,367,360 
D3  696,420 
D4  651,525 
D5  39,100,000 
D6  270,300 
D7  1,811,224 
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School Days per year 
C1  175 
C2  175 
C3  Year Round varies by district 
C4  Year Round varies by district 
C5  175 
C6  Some district required year round delivery due to summer feeding. 
C7  180 
D1  175 
D2  180 
D3  180 
D4  175 
D5  Year round 
D6  170 
D7  185 
 
How often do you bid? 
C1  At least every year 
C2  Annually 
C3  At least every 5 years, if we renew contracts   
C4  At least every 3 years, bid is based on annually award. 
C5  At least every 5 year based on an annual contract with 4 renewal clauses. 
C6  At least every 5 years.  Bid is based on an annual bid 
C7  Annually 
D1  Twice a year 
D2  Yearly 
D3  At least every three years.  It is a 1‐year contract with 2 possible renewals.  
We do ask the prime vendor for bid pricing about twice a year.  Many 
prices are firm through December or June so in January in asked for 2nd 
semester prices and in June before the start of the next school year. 
D4  Annually 
D5  Annually 
D6  Once per year 
D7  Quarterly 
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Is your contract renewable?  
C1  Yes 
C2  Yes 
C3  Yes 
C4  Yes 
C5  Yes 
C6  Yes 
C7  No 
D1  No 
D2  No 
D3  Yes 
D4  No 
D5  Yes 
D6  Yes 
D7  No 
 
How Long? 
C1  6 months 
C2  4 renewals 
C3  4 renewals 
C4  2 renewals 
C5  4 renewals 
C6  Up to 5 years 
C7  Not applicable 
D1  Not applicable 
D2  Not applicable 
D3  2 1‐year renewals 
D4  Not applicable 
D5  3 1‐year renewals 
D6  1‐2 years 
D7  Not applicable 
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What method do you use to award the bid? 
C1  Point system – includes bottom‐line and line‐item  
C2  Cost‐plus‐fixed fee 
C3  Request for proposal, Bids are evaluated on a point system, which included 
price, service, and completeness of the bid. 
C4  Evaluated bottom‐line bid 
C5  Cost‐plus‐fixed fee, bottom‐line  
C6  Reimbursable‐cost‐plus‐fixed‐fee for services, lump sum bottom‐line 
C7  Line item firm price 
D1  Line‐item 
D2  Line‐item 
D3  Cost‐plus‐fixed‐fee pricing, bid award is based on bottom line 
D4  Line‐item 
D5  Firm pricing bids based on bottom‐line.  A few items are line‐item and we 
do group items. 
D6  Market basket of items, cost‐plus‐fixed‐fee, bottom line 
D7  Line‐item firm price  
 
Do you select a prime vendor? 
C1  Yes 
C2  Yes 
C3  Yes 
C4  Yes 
C5  Is in not stated in the contract as a prime vendor contract.  We do not 
group items.  Bidders are allowed to request groups but they never have, 
so in essence it is a prime vendor contract. 
C6  Yes 
C7  Yes 
D1  No 
D2  No 
D3  Yes 
D4  No 
D5  No 
D6  Yes 
D7  No 
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How do you determine what items are to be bid? 
C1  Product testing and requests from districts 
C2  A purchasing committee made up of school foodservice directors 
determines what products need to be bid. 
C3  We bid all products that combined total of district purchases is equal to our 
more than 100 cases. 
C4  Regional advisory board determine what items are bid 
C5  Annual volume of 500 cases or more. 
C6  Foodservice director committee determines what is needed. 
C7  Past usage history. 
D1  Menu items, a la carte items and student surveys. 
D2  We bid most items that are in our inventory system. 
D3  We bid any products we purchase more than 10 cases per year. 
D4  We use previous bids, menu, and student sampling. 
D5  We base our bid item on purchase history and previously bid items. 
D6  We use 85 high volume, high cost items for our market basket. 
D7  Items bid are determined by menu and student surveys. 
 
Do you negotiate contracts directly with manufacturers?  Percentage of items 
C1  No 
C2  No 
C3  Yes – This past year we did chicken and potatoes due to volume and time. 
C4  No 
C5  No 
C6  No 
C7  No 
D1  No 
D2  No 
D3  No 
D4  No 
D5  Yes, only USDA commodity processed items 
D6  No 
D7  No 
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Employees for food service bid?   
Full Time/Part time 
C1  1 full‐time bid coordinator 
C2  2 people spend about 2 hours per week.  When bids are being let it is full 
time for about a month. 
C3  Actual bidding is contracted out to CoeXprise, 
C4  1 full‐time 
C5  1 Bid coordinator is employee as school foodservice director by a member 
district 
C6  None, bid coordinator is local director 
C7  None, director rotates bid responsibilities 
D1  We have a purchasing department of 2 people that actually does the 
bidding.  The school foodservice director reviews the bid before they are 
sent out and before being awarded by the board of education. 
D2  Bidding is an annual activity and it takes 2 people approximately 80 hours 
combined. 
D3  Only the director.  The time for bidding is not weekly.  Putting together the 
prime vendor bid takes probably 5‐7 days to organized, send out and 
process on return 
D4  We have 3 employees that spend approximately 80 hours per week on 
purchasing functions including ordering, bid compliance, and deliveries. 
D5  Less than 1.  It is much more on bid years right before the bid goes out. 
D6  We do not have anyone that does just purchasing.  As director, this is one 
of my job duties.  I have never tracked my time to see how much time it 
takes. 
D7  As school foodservice director I spend about three day putting bids 
together and two day evaluating and awarding bids each quarter. 
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Are vendors required to deliver to?  
all schools    central warehouse     coop warehouse  Other 
C1  All schools 
C2  Combination all school and some districts have a central warehouse. 
C3  Varies by district. 
C4  Requirements are negotiated district by district. 
C5  All schools.  No district in our cooperative has commercial food delivered 
to a central warehouse. 
C6  Combination of school and district warehouse. 
C7  All schools 
D1  All schools 
D2  All schools 
D3  3 of 9 schools 
D4  All schools 
D5  Central kitchen 
D6  All schools 
D7  All schools 
 
Coop Only 
What is the cost per district to belong to the cooperative? 
C1  Paid from vendor fees, declined to give an amount 
C2  Districts are not charged for belonging.  Cooperative administrative costs 
are paid from rebates and discounts. 
C3  Cost of bidding company fee is divided among the members; the rate is 
based on volume of purchases. 
C4  Cost is paid from vendor fees. 
C5  The education cooperative charges a flat $200.00 fee for foodservice 
purchasing then other expenses are prorated based on meal equivalents 
service per year in each school district. 
C6  Cost is divided based on number of schools.  Cost varies depending on if 
we are renewing or putting out a new contract. 
C7  No charge 
What are your requirements for purchasing compliance? 
C1  None 
C2  We do not have a compliance agreement. 
C3  We ask that everyone honor their commitment, but do not have any legal 
requirements. 
C4  Compliance agreement between coop and members districts 
C5  None 
C6  None 
C7  None 
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Do members have to sign a compliance contract?  Is it enforced? 
C1  No 
C2  No 
C3  No 
C4  Yes 
C5  No 
C6  No 
C7  No 
Does your contract include distribution of USDA commodities?  
C1  Yes 
C2  No 
C3  We request NOI pricing.  All others USDA commodities are handled by 
individual districts. 
C4  Yes 
C5  We recently asked for pricing for USDA commodities but did not award a 
bid. 
C6  Yes 
C7  No 
Annual Cooperative Budget? 
C1  Foodservice bid in not a separate line item in budget. 
C2  $20,000 
C3  Do not maintain a budget.  All costs are divided among the districts. 
C4  Varies depending on volume of purchases. 
C5  $10,000 
C6  Do not have a budget, Bid coordinator keeps track of expenses and districts 
reimburse the coordinator’s district. 
C7  We really do not have a budget 
Membership Requirements 
C1  Member of the educational cooperative 
C2  Participation in child nutrition program administered by our agency. 
C3  Child nutrition programs participants in established region of the state. 
C4  School foodservice program in the area covered by our educational 
cooperative 
C5  Member of the educational cooperative that our foodservice cooperative is 
under 
C6  No set requirements as long a they have a child nutrition programs in our 
immediate area. 
C7  School district is our geographic area. 
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Does  the  cooperative  provide  other  services  to  the  school  district  besides 
foodservice purchasing? 
C1  Yes 
C2  Yes 
C3  No 
C4  Yes, other purchasing services 
C5  Yes, we have other education and purchasing services for school districts 
C6  Yes, other bidding, professional development, grant administrations, and 
special education services. 
C7  No 
How is your cooperative governed? 
C1  Board of directors made up of chief school officers in cooperative  
C2  Bid Committee made up of school foodservice directors 
C3  Board of Directors 
C4  Regional advisory boards and Child Nutrition specialists in corporation 
with coordinating cooperative centers. 
C5  Board of directors is made up of member superintendents.  We also have a 
school foodservice bid committee. 
C6  Member school foodservice directors. 
C7  School foodservice directors in our group make the decisions as a group. 
 
 
 
